
OURANIC StUDİES 


Sources and Methods of 
Scriptural Interpretation 


l•’ore\vot•d, rtanî^lalıon>, anı! I'l.\pandc-ıl N I)V 

ANDREVV RU'I'IN 



OURANIC StUDİES 


iMany l>elîeve lliat ihe academic sluciy ol the 
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modeled alter İt. Not only are the relevant 
scholarly resources ol the Qur^ân less nu- 
merous than those available in biblical 
scholarship, but comparatively speaking 
the variety of methods employed lo deal 
\vith the scriptural text has been severely 
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ellorts in Islamic studies \vas made b\' John 
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Stıu)U\*: Source,* an<) dMethinl* of Scriptural In- 
tcrpretatıou.^ rıiim l>et\veen 1968 and 1972, 
this revolutionaiy analysis had a proloıınd 
elTect on the study of İslam. İl produced, 
in the minds of many, a \vholly ne\v dichol- 
omy in the approach used in Islamic stud- 
ies: on one side, the skeptİcal revisîonists 
and on the other, the irusting iraditional- 
ists. \\'ell ahead of his time, \\ansbrough 
questions the very basic assumptions ol 
previous scholars in a vvay that had never 
before been attempted. \\’orking \vith the 
heritage of Joseph Schacht and Ignaz Gold- 
ziher before hİm, \\ ansbrough approached 
the Qur^rm in a manner that sees the Mus¬ 
lini tradition as grounded in the dogmas ol 
laler centuries. Freed İroni these con- 
straints, ne\v questions relevant to contem- 
p<ırary scholars had to be asked. 

\\ ansbrough \vas the llrst to analyze 
carefully the documenis İroni the llrst lour 
centuries of İslam that describe the rise 
of the Qur’âıı to the position of absolute au- 
thority in the Müslim community. Al- 
though these \vorks \vere kno\vn to exist, 
no modern scholar had actually read them 
and tried to make coherent sense of the 
material. VN'ansbi'ough car\'ed out ne\\' areius 
of inquiry and debale for scholars and lay 
enthusiasts alike. 
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The academic study of the Qur^ân, it has often been remarked, lags far 
behind the study of the Bible while being, at the same time, closely 
modelled after it. Not only are the resources available to scholars of the 
Qur"ân much more limited than those available to their biblical-scholar 
counterparts, but the depth of methodological experimentation in 
dealing with the scriptural text has been severely limited in comparb 
son. This situation is illustrated by consideration of the sheer quantity 
of scholarship that has been produced and the number of scholarly 
landmarks that exist in the field. Modem biblical scholarship fills a 
library many times the size of that devoted to the Qur’ân. Each subdis- 
cipline of biblical studies has its own set of “classics.” By contrast, it is 
stili possible to point to individual works in the history of the study of 
the Qur'ân and declare them the pivotal texts that provide the founda- 
tions for ali later studies. 

Two nineteenth-century authors set the tone, perspective, assump- 
tions, and approach for much of modern scholarship on the Qur’ân. 
Abraham Geiger (d. 1874) is most famous as the founder and leader of 
the German Jewish Reform movement. In 1832 Geiger submitted a 
contest entry (written in Latin) to the University of Bonn that was 
published the following year in German under the title IVâs hat Mo- 
hammed aus dem Judenthume aufgenommen?^ Geiger’s approach to 
the Qur'ân marks the beginning of the European scholarly quest for 
the sources of Müslim scripture in Judaism and, to a lesser extent, 
Christianity. No longer was the Qur'ân being approached from the 
medieval perspective of polemic grounded in the notion that 
Muhammad was a religious impostor. Geiger's work set a new direc- 
tion for scholarship because its working assumption was that 
Muhammad was sincere in his religious mission. Geiger’s study was 
motivated by the underlying thrust of post-Enlightenment work gener- 
ally, which promoted a sense of curiosity to which no particular value 
was added över and above the desire to know the previously unknovvn. 

Solid philological scholarship also serves as the foundation for in- 
vestigation of the Qur’ân, and the work of one of the greatest 


^ Translated into English by F. M. Young under the title Judaism and İslam (Madras, 
1898 ; reprint, New York, 1970 ). 
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philologists of the Semitic traditions, Theodor Nöldeke (d. 1930), 
provides the second majör point of departure for scholarly studies of | 
the Qur^ân. Nöldeke's lasting monument to Qur’ânic scholarship, his ’ 
Geschîchte des Qorâns-, has a history similar to that of Geiger’s work. 
Written originally in Latin, it was submitted in 1856 as a dissertation 
and awarded the winning prize in a Parisian competition for a study of 
the “critical history of the text of the Quriân.” The work was first 
published in an expanded German edition in 1860. A second edition 
of the work appeared in three volumes, with volumes 1 and 2 edited | 
and rewritten by Friedrich Schwally (1909, 1919) and volüme 3 writ' ^ 
ten by Gotthelf Bergstrâsser and Otto Pretzl (1938). Nöldeke's work 
has set the agenda for subsequent generations of Qurânic scholarship 
by emphasizing concerns with chronology in the text and the text’s 
biblical background. As well, Nöldeke's philological insights provide İ 
much of the lasting value; his treatment of language, his stress upon j 

etymology, and his insights into grammar ali provide the model for the i 

philological study of the Quriân, and the material he provided contin- | 
ues to be a valued source of reference for later scholarship. 3 

Such are the scholarly foundations of the field of study. However, 
several works appeared in the 1970S and 1980S that deeply affected 
scholarly approaches and attitudes toward the study of the Quriân in 
the contemporary period. Each work, in its own way, opened up a new 
range of approaches, a new inventory of questions to be asked, and a 
new selection of paths to be followed by the following generation of 
students of the Quriân. One majör development is seen in the work of ■ 
Toshihiko Izutsu, whose books have been praised by Müslim and non- i 
Müslim scholars alike. While a parallel methodological movement was 
taking place at the time in biblical studies,^ Izutsu's works, The Struc- j 
türe ofEthical Terms in the Koran (Tokyo, 1959) and God and Man J 

in the Koran (Tokyo, 1964), as well as the rewritten version of the | 

former work, Ethico-religious Concepts in the Qurân (Montreal, J 

1966), appear uninfluenced by research in the biblical field (in either a j 

theoretical manner or in matters of detail).^ The study of the QuPân 1 
was, with Izutsu, moved out of its biblical context and situated in an l 

explicit methodological framework of semantic analysis. Set out by | 

1 Represented most significantly in James Barr, Semântics of Biblical Language (Oxford, 

1961 ). 

2 The chronological development of the two fields at roughly the same time is perhaps 
best understood in light of developments in the field of linguistics. See Stephen Ullmann, The 
PrincipJes of Semântics, 2 nd ed. (Oxfbrd, 1957 ). 





FOREWORD 


XI 


Izutsu at the beginning of his Ethico-religious Concepts in exemplary' 
form, the method is based upon one core idea: that the meaning of 
words inheres in the context of their use, not in the individual words 
themselves. Thus, on one level, this approach is in direct opposition to 
the philological method, given the latter's stress on etymology in 
determining meaning. While other assumptions about the Qur’ân are 
shared by the semantic approach with earlier approaches (continuing 
the presuppositions of the Müslim tradition about the history of the 
text, for example), the influence of the semantic method is apparent in 
the many studies of individual words and word patterning that have 
followed in the wake of Izutsu’s work. 

Stili, there are majör questions that linger in the study of the 
Qur ân, especially related to why the text looks the way it does. Recent 
works dealing with these problems have provided increasingiy system- 
atic attempts to devise a solution/ Undoubtedly the most successfiıl 
and influential initiative is seen in the work of Angelika Neuwirth. 
Neuwirth’s book, Studien zur Komposition der mekkanischen Suren 
(Berlin, 1981) argues for formulaic construction techniques structuring 
the Qur'ân that reflect a liturgical, oral background of “cola” as build- 
ing blocks for the text.^ That observation leads to arguments in favor of 
the Qur'ân being seen as a carefully composed literary structure. Neu- 
wirth's later work has expanded upon that insight in emphasizing the 
liturgical and heavily symbolic nature of the language of the Qur'ân. 

A third work that has significantly affected the field of study is the 
one being reprinted here, John Wansbrough’s Quranic Studies: Sources 
and Methods of Scrıptural Interpretation, Secondary scholarly com- 
mentary on this book is readily available,^ and the following remarks 


1 Earlier attempts may be noted: D. H. Müller, Die Propheten in ihrer ursprüngJicben 
Poe 5 ye{Vienna, 1896 ); R. Geyer, "Zur Strophik des Qurân,” tkZ'A'A/zz ( 1908 ). 265 - 86 . 

^ "Cola” are also discussed in A. H. Mathias Zahniser, "The Word of God and the Apos- 
tleship of‘îsâ: A Narrative Analysis of Al Tmrân (3):33— 62 ,”/*^*^ 36 ( 1991 ): 77 — 112 ; “cola” are 
defined as "breath units of speech, the number of syllables which can be encompassed in a 
single breath” (p. 88 ). 

3 A. Rippin, “Literary Analysis of Qur*ân, Sıra and Tafsîr: The Methodologies of John 
Wansbrough,” in Approaches to İslam in ReJigious Studies^ ed. R. C. Martin (Tucson, AZ, 
1985 ), pp. 151 — 63 , 227-32 (reprint, Oxford, 2001 ); volüme in honor of J. E. Wansbrough, 
BSOAS 57 , no. 1 ( 1994 ), inciuding a fiili bibliography of Wansbrough"s writings, pp. 4 — 13 ; 
Herbert Berg, ed., “Islamic Origins Reconsidered: John Wânsbrough and the Study of Early 
İslam,” special issue, Method and Theory in the Study of Religion 9 , no. 1 ( 1997 ); Herbert 
Berg, “Competing Paradigms in the Study of Islamic Origins: Qur"ân 15 : 89-91 and the Value 
of isnâdsf in Method and Theory in the Study of Islamic Origins^ ed. H. Berg (Leiden, 2003 ), 
pp. 259 - 90 . 
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highlight just a few of issues to help the reader appreciate the signifi- 
cance and uniqueness of the work. Written between 1968 and 1972, 
this book has had an impact that has been felt throughout many differ- 
ent areas in the scholarly study of İslam. It produced, in some people’s 
minds, a dichotomy in approaches among scholars, between the skepti- 
cal revisionists and the trusting traditionalists, that has influenced the 
entire field of Islamic studies. Such a bifurcation, though convenient 
for polemical purposes, hardly corresponds to the methodological 
diversity and independence of those who work in the area. Fundamen- 
tally, Wansbrough’s work questions the basic assumptions of previous 
scholarship in a way that had not been attempted before; working with 
the heritage of Joseph Schacht^ and Ignaz Goldziher*^ before him, 
whose work had focused on issues of Müslim law, Wansbrough ap- 
proached the Qur^ân in a manner that sees the Müslim tradition 
surrounding the text as grounded in the dogmas of later centuries. 
Freed from those constraints, new questions can, and must, be asked. 
Wansbrough's work was also stimulated by advances in research in 
manuscript studies, especially the publication of Fuat Sezgin’s 
Geschichte des arabischen SchriÛtums, vol. 1: Qudânwissenscha{i — 
Hadît — Geschichte — Fiqb — Dogmatik—Mystik bis ca. 430 H. (Leh 
den, 1967). Sezgin’s approach to the early history of written 
documents in İslam (as also illustrated in his own earlier work on 
Bukhârî) is reflected in his cataloging of the manuscript treasures that 
had not previously been easily accessible to scholars; however, ascrip- 
tion of works to early Müslim figures (such as Ibn ‘Abbâs, d. 68 
AH/687 CE) tends to be accepted by Sezgin and then used as evidence 
of the written transmission of documents in the first few Islamic centu¬ 
ries. 

Wansbrough was the first person to subject to scholarly analysis an 
entire body of literatüre attributed to the first four centuries of İslam 
that stands as a witness to the rise of the Qur^ân to the position of 
absolute authority in the Müslim community. Although these exegeti- 


^ This is according to a letter I received from Wansbrough, June 12, 1980; he also re- 
ported that Sectarian Milieu was written betvveen 1973 and 1977. 

^ For example, see J. Koren and Y. D. Nevo, “Methodological Approaches to Islamic 
Studies,” Der İslam 68 (1991): 87—107. For an excellent overvievv of the methological debate, 
see Herbert Berg, The Development of Exegesis in Early İslam: The Authenticity of Müslim 
Literatüre from the Formative Period (Richmond, UK, 2000). 

3 Especially Joseph Schacht, The Origins ofMuhammadan Jurisprud€nce{Oxîorâiy İÇSS)* 

4 Especially Ignaz Goldziher, Muhammedanische Studien (Halle, 1889—90); translated as 
Müslim StudieSy 2 vols. (London, 196,6, 1971). 
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cal works were known to exist, having faithRılly been cataloged by 
Sezgin, no scholar had actually read them and tried to make coherent 
sense of the material. This is one of Wansbrough*s main accomplish- 
ments as reflected in this book, which lists seventeen manuscript 
works. Notably, almost ali of these books have now been edited and 
published. Although Wansbrough may have provided some of the 
impetus toward this publishing industry, the general rise in the publi- 
cation of works of Arab heritage is far greater and more a part of an 
overall social tendency in the modern Müslim world than what can be 
accounted for by his sheer influence on this particular matter. 

Wansbrough’s early scholarly career focussed on Judaeo-Arabic and 
Mediterranean trade history. His move into Qur'ânic studies resulted 
from his interest in literatüre in general and especially the literary traits 
of documents from the medieval times. Given Wansbrough's path into 
the study of the Qur’ân through an emphasis on the cultural produc- 
tion of literatüre, it should not come as a surprise to any of his readers 
that he enjoyed the use of the English language and its rich classical 
heritage as much as he did that of Arabic. His enjoyment of language is 
likely the cause of one of the most frequently voiced complaints about 
this work—that it is “difificult.” In reflecting upon this matter, I must 
intrude a personal anecdote. For reasons I no longer remember, I had 
occasion, in my eagerness as a graduate student, to talk to Wansbrough 
about Malcolm Lowry and Under the Volcano. Early on he may well 
have recommended that I read it. For my own part, I was able to show 
him some photographs that I had taken of the memorial to Lowry in 
Dollarton in North Shore Vancouver, on the site at which Lowıy wrote 
the book. Our conversation turned to Wansbrough's own work, and I 
remember mentioning to him that people found Quranic Studies 
“difficult.” Fie looked at me with an expression which suggested both 
puzzlement and exasperation. “What’s the problem with being diffi¬ 
cult? Lowry is difficult, isn’t he?” It is also worth remarking, to 
emphasize the point further, that Wansbrough wrote fiction as well, at 
least one piece of vvhich was published, in 1980. 


^ See the section beIow, “Manuscripts Utilized in Quranic Studies,'' for details. Farra’, 
Ma‘ânf İ-Qur'ân, is listed in the bibliography in both its published and manuscript versions; 
Wansbrough appears to have mainly used the printed edition. 

2 John Wansbrough, “Let Not the Lord Speak,” Encounter^^, no. 5 (1980): 3-7. İn his 
letter to me of June ı8, 1980, Wansbrough also reports that he had written a novel entitled 
“Palimpsest” in the period March—September 1979. 
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There is no doubt that Quranic Studies needs serious, attentive 
study, just like any other stimulating work of scholarship. It is not a 
light read. It is also allusive in some of its master narrative statements 
to the biblical and Arabian backgrounds, a fact tbat has captured many 
people's attention. It is those points that have led to many exchanges 
and debates among scholars and others, most of them unprofitable in 
my view, regarding the most “outrageous” daim that the Qur'ân was 
written (down) in the third-century hijrL Indeed, some people seem to 
have reacted to Quranic Studies solely on the basis of this matter, as 
though Wansbrough wrote the book in order to prove that point but 
that he buried it within the text in an obscure manner in order to 
lessen the impact. To me, this is a misreading of the book: the subtitle 
of the work, Sources and Methods of Scriptural Interpretation^ summa- 
rizes perfectly the aim of the work. That a reading of the 
interpretational tradition suggests that the Qur’ân emerged late is 
simply a result of that investigation, but it is only one of many. Much 
of the reaction to this suggestion of Wansbrough illustrates that some 
scholars continue not to question their own scholarly assumptions. 
However, the critical issue here that Wansbrough’s work provokes in 
me as a reader, at least, is, what do we mean by “the Qur"ân” when we 
speak of it in this way? A scripture has many different aspects to it 
beyond its apparent written form, and even the written form takes time 
to evolve and stabilize (as Müslim tradition has always maintained). 
Drawing attention to this question is one of the majör merits of Wans- 
brough’s work. 

It is worth pondering this critical issue of the emergence of the 
Qur'ân at greater length. Fundamentally, the question revolves around 
what we mean by “the Qur'ân” and what şort of evidence we have to 
answer that question. There is a good deal of uncertainty as to what we 
do mean here by “the Qur^ân.” Wansbrough is certainly talking about 
something that has significance, not a theoretical construct. I would say 
that when we speak of the Qur^ân in this context, and if we are going 
to have a meaningful discussion of the question, three elements must 
come into play: one, there must be a fhced body of text that is, two, 
written down, and, three, has some measure of acceptance among a 
group of people as a source of authority. 


^ I previousfy^ presented some of what foUovvs at the symposium on “Who Wrote (Down) 
the Qur'ân?” at the University of Philadelphia, Fehruary 2003. 
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Now, those processes of being fbced, of being written down, and of 
becoming authoritative, work hand-in-hand. Signifıcantly, it is precisely 
these three notions—proliferating copies of the Qur"ân, with a com- 
monality of content, being promulgated as having symbolic and 
practical authority—that are, of course, the Central motifs of the com- 
munity*s own account related to the collection of the Qur^ân under 
Abû Bakr, "Umar, ‘Uthmân and ‘Alî. Notably, those are precisely the 
key elements that are Central to the criteria of what we need to talk 
about for a meaningful discussion of this text called the Qur’ân. On the 
level of characteristic motifs, then, I doubt that there is much dis- 


agreement. 

There are certainly tensions within the community’s account of the 
collection of the Qur’ân when it is subjected to scholarly scrutiny, 
especially in the matter of the speed at which this process of definition 
of the limits of the text is conceived to have occurred. This is even 


more so when one considers the significant social processes that must 
have göne on behind each of the elements in this chain of events. For 
example, the emergence of a fixed and explicit script for the Arabic 
language suggests a considerably longer time frame than the commu- 
nity’s account, on its surface, seems to allow. But it is also worthy of 
note that these internal community accounts of the collection of the 
QuFân do not, in fact, fully account for the establishment of the 
Qur'ân even within the community’s own view. Elements such as the 
fixing of the Arabic script, the establishment of written formats of 
mariuscripts, and the codification of the variant readings are ali spoken 
of in these accounts as subsequent to the initial collection stories by a 
significant time period. Since each of these elements is important in 
establishing the authoritative, fixed, widely distributed text of what we 
know as the QuFân, this is of substantial significance. The communal 
process of text formation is a long one, and a notion of the Qur"ân 
“existing” under "Uthmân, for example, is quite anachronistic, if we 
give full meaning to the notion of the “Qur’ân.” 

Furthermore, it is also worthy of note that the evidence of the ex'- 
isting Qur’ân manuscripts does not match the rationale provided by the 
community’s collection stories. The creation of a written text in order 
to solve the problem of discrepancies in the reading of the text, as is 
suggested as the rationale for the distribution of copies of the text 
under ‘Uthmân, is clearly an anachronistic element. The form of the 
Arabic script in early manuscripts is far too ambiguous to have accom- 
plished the purpose of unifying the reading of the text. 
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Now, it may be tbought that I have defined the question of what 
the Qur'ân is in an unreasonable way and that I am speaking, in fact, 
of something that all agree is a later product. However, I think that is 
not the case. Those who consider the Qur'ân to have been written 
down some thirty or fifty years after the death of Muhammad and who 
thus speak of a Qur'ân existing under ‘Uthmân frequently wish to 
ascribe or presume both an unquestioned stability and an absolute 
authority to the text at that point. Such stability and authority seem to 
me to be unrealistic, in tension with other sources that provide us with 
glimpses into the process by which the Qur^ân came into being, and 
substantially contradicted by the State of the text at that point of his- 
tory. To speak, using Fred Donner’s words, of the time “when the 
whole Qur'’ân as a canonized closed text first crystallized” being so 
early in the community's existence does not fit with all of the evidence 
that is available to us. It is this questioning of previously unchallenged 
scholarly assumptions that is Wansbrough’s majör achievement. 

Wansbrough pushes these questions further. He argues in Quranic 
Studies that the commentarial literatüre provides us with material that 
can help answer questions such as how a fixed text of the Qur^ân was 
made acceptable vvithin the community and how it was defined in an 
age that depended upon handwritten copies. These matters are posed 
within the context of the process that we commonly cali canonization. 
Such a process differentiates between the composition of a text and its 
recognition as scripture, with all the implications of that term. In fact, 
the process is sometimes spoken of as having five stages: composition, 
circulation, revision, collection, and recognition. Many factors play into 
that final “recognition” factor, but the opinion of religious leaders and 
the conviction of common people clearly play a majör role. This stage 
of recognition cannot be pinned down; it does not occur overnight as 
the result of one person’s actions or even the actions of a group of 
people. Canon formation is a part of a process of knowledge dissemina- 
tion and control within an institutional setting. In the Islamic case, the 
actions of the scholarly elite—the jurists, the grammarians, the theolo- 
gians—whose actions work to define the texts that are to be studied, 
reflected upon, and promulgated are crucial, but, önce again, canoniza¬ 
tion is not a single process, nor is it a personalized one. One of the 
marks of this canonization process, according to Wansbrough, is the 


^ Fred M. Donner, Narratives of Islamic Origins: The Beginnings of Islamic Historical 
H^V/n^(Princeton, NJ, 1998), p. 37... 
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emergence of commentarial literatüre: the subjecting of a text to a 
process of elaboration and definition vvithin the understanding of the 
community. It is this process that creates and confirms the authority of 
the text. 

This point is crucial. The fiındamental argument is that we cannot 
meaningfully talk about the Qur^ân as we know it today until that 
point of authority, acceptance, and stability has been achieved. That 
does not mean, of course, that a proto-Qur’ân did not exist, in some 
form or another, prior to that point. Indeed, the text must have a 
prehistory for such a process to take place, a prehistory that brings 
strands of the earlier biblical and Arabian traditions together through 
the person of Muhammad. However, to retum to the Central point 
here, the evidence that these commentaries on the Qur^ân provide is 
one element in the overall puzzle of the emergence of the scripture. 
The organization, solidification, and standardization of the text of the 
Qur'ân—crucial elements in creating what we know as the Qur'ân— 
are accomplished, confirmed, and emphasized in this series of early 
commentarial texts. Of course, such historical observations must stili fit 
within the context of ali the other evidence that can be brought forth 
to deal with the core question of the emergence of the Qur ân. Scholars 
subsequent to Wansbrough have brought forth ali sorts of further 
evidence arguing the point on one side or the other. The simple exis- 
tence of written portions of the Quriân in manuscript form, for 
example, does not teli us the full picture of the history of the text any 
more than the traditional collection stories or the language and struc- 
türe of the text itself do. 

Fred Donner has written in his recent book that we must be able 
“to say who was responsible for deciding what did, or did not, belong 
to the Quranic canon.” He continues, “To put the responsibility for 
such a process simply on ‘the community’ or ‘the scholars’ is too 
vague; we need to have some idea of what individuals, or at least what 
groups, were involved in making decisions, and what interests they 
represented.” However, at this point in the history of the critical 
scholarly study of the Quriân, our knowledge does not really permit us 
to move beyond these admittedly vague notions; the facts remain 
suggestive of a multitude of ideas to us, just as they do in Wans- 
brough’s work. We do not know enough about the social, polemical, 
and political processes taking place during the first centuries of Islamic 


1 Ibid., pp. 37-38. 
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civilization; we have only the vaguest information about the develop- 
ment of professional classes, the religious scholars, and the social 
povver structures. The current State of our knowledge simply does not 
allow us to specify the who, when, or where. We need much more 
investigation into the nature of early Islamic society before it will be 
possible to say more. The failure to be able to answer those questions 
cannot be taken as evidence against the relevance of the implications of 
the various sets of evidence that can be brought forth as they are in 
Wansbrough’s work; rather, such a vague answer to the question 
indicates by its very nature the amorphous and collective sense within 
which ali such canonizing processes take place. 

With even such a tentative conciusion in place, however, we can 
start asking subsidiary questions related to the Qur'ân, ones that are 
often confiısed with ideas related to the emergence of the authoritative 
text. Clearly, such a picture of the process lying behind the emergence 
of the crystallized, canonized text of the Qur'ân puts us in a position to 
ask questions about the compositional history of the Qur^ân. Here, too, 
Wansbrough makes us rethink the assumptions regarding this. Is the 
Qur’ân to be attached fiılly to Muhammad? Is there evidence that the 
Qur'ân was reformulated, added to, changed, or developed during that 
process of canonization? The first parts of Wansbrough’s book address 
these points, but they, too, lead to the final crucial questions sketched 
above: What was the process behind deciding the contents of the 
Qur’ân? How were the limits of the text established (such as to exclude 
the hadlth gudsly for example)? How were those processes confirmed 
and conveyed? What was the process by which the meaning of the text 
was defined within certain limits, especially as connected to the matter 
of variant readings? 

Some people have decried the publication of Wansbrough’s 
Quranic StudieSy seeing it as a majör impediment to fostering a trust of 
nonconfessional scholarship among Muslims. Such an accusation made 
less sense when the work was published than it does, in fact, today. A 
book with a small print run, written in a language whose tone and 
vocabulary was scholarly through and through, the audience for 
Quranic Studies was small. Today, the Internet has changed that 
substantialiy. Used as a source of authority and opinion on polemical 


^ See the work of Norman Calder, Studies in Early Müslim Jurisprudence (Oxford, 
1993), esp. chapter 7, “Literary Form and Social Context,” for an ülustration of what a study 
on this topic might entail. 
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sites by both Muslims and Christians, Wansbrough's work has gained 
a significant profile, even though likely languishing unread by those 
citing the work. This is, to me, a most unfortunate fate for such a 
stimulating work of scholarship, and I believe Wansbrough himself 
would have bemoaned the fact. Given the situation, however, I also 
believe that the best way to counter such polemic and nonscholarly 
treatments of Wansbrough’s ideas, extracted, as they are, from their 
context and manipulated in various ways, is to have the book become 
more widely available for consultation: hence this reprint. Honest 
scholarship (of which I certainly believe Wansbrough’s work to repre- 
sent the highest level) has nothing to fear from öpen discussion and 
debate among those who are informed. 


Andrew Rippin 
Victoria, British Columbia 
December 2003 




PREFACE 


Despite long reflection, many false starts, and ımceasing efforts at clearer 
formulation, these studies remain essays. Time and industry, together with 
the mechanism of cross-reference, have served perhaps to make of them 
one essay, but not to eliminate the basic etymological sense of that term, 
This estimate, intended neither to disarm nor to ^scourage, is the conse- 
quence as much of an experimental method as of an inordinate quantity of 
literary material to be exammed. To argue a case for the Qur’ân as scripture 
may seem gratuitous. As the record of Müslim revelation the book reqmres 
no introduction. As a document susceptible of analysis by the instruments 
and techniques of Biblical criticism it is virtually unknown. The doctrinal 
obstacles that have traditionally impeded such investigation are, on the 
other hand, very well known. Not merely dogmas such as those defining 
scripture as the uncreated Word of God and acknowledging its formal and 
substantive inimitability, but also the entire corpus of Islamic historio- 
graphy, by providing a more or less coherent and plausible report of the 
circumstances of the Quranic revelation, have discouraged examination of 
the document as representative of a traditional literary type. But historio- 
graphy, like other kinds of literatüre, derives an important share of its 
momentum from the rhetorical devices upon which it depends for eX“ 
pression, that is, upon techniques designed, developed, or boiTowed to 
enhance and to interpret its communication. Historical reports of the 
Quranic revelation are no exception, and it seemed to me that a structural 
analysis, not only of the text of scripture but also of the other evidence 
associated with its genesis and with its interpretation, might produce some 
useful comparisons with the traditional historiography. 

I have thus proposed for the study of Islamic monotheism a threefold 
division into its principal components: scriptural canon, prophetology, and 
sacred language. Exanıination of these, in the first three chapters of this 
book, will, I hope, provide an adequate introduction to my main concern, 
which is the development of scriptural exegesis. There the treatment is 
typological, though I have sought to elicit an at least provisional chronology. 
Provisional too are my views on the elaboration of the canon, on its precise 
relation to the much larger corpus of prophetical literatüre, and on the 
environment which produced the final forms of both. Such problems as 
attend a typological description of the traditional components of salvation 
history of the decisive factors in community formation, the boun- 
daries between orthodoxy and heterodo^^ resulting from formulation of a 
fixed identity and elaboration of a historical image, and the articuladon 
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of a dogmatic theology as final stage and permanent emblem of the reli- 
gious establishment, await clarification and eventual (tentative) Solutions. 
These may be found, I suspect, in the Islamic literatüre of polemic» both 
sectarian and interconfessional, and it is my intention to devote a second 
volüme to analysis of that literatüre. The interesting hypotheses of such 
scholars as Schoeps and Rabin, following upon the theories of Harnack 
and Schlatter, with regard to the sectarian catenations from which İslam 
in the end emerged, or constituted the final expression, deserve notice. 
There the essential difficulty lies in identifying the several shared theo- 
logoumena as products of historical diffusion rather than of polygenesis. 
Ali such efforts at historical reconstruction {wie es eigentlich gewesen) tend to 
be reductive, and here one senses the spectre of that (possibly very real) 
dichotomy in early Christian history: Jerusalem Urgemeinde opposed to 
Hellenistic kerygma (Bultmann). The basic problems associated with that 
opposition, whether social or doctrinal, seem in retrospect to reflect 
disputes about eschatology, much as the development of Rabbinic Judaism 
has been defined as reaction to or residue from extreme expressions of 
eschatological belief/activity. Now, in the formation of the Müslim com- 
munity an eschatological factor is hardly perceptible, though much has 
been made of the presence in Müslim scripture of eschatological formulae 
(Casanova and Andrae). In my view it is unlikely to have been an eschato¬ 
logical community which served either as model or as point of departure 
for İslam, but rather one of or a combination of others of the traditional 
types, e.g. ritualist, scripturalist, primitivist. 

That argument does not, however, find a place in these essays. My aim 
here is a systematic study of the formal properties of scriptural authority, 
as merely one (though possibly the majör one) factor contributing to the 
emergence of an independent and self-conscious religious community. 
The literary uses, and hence communal functions, of scripture might be 
(roughly) isolated as four: polemic, liturgical, didactic, and juridical, in 
descending order of importance and (approximate) chronological order of 
appearance. I believe that this set of priorities can be demonstrated from 
the Müslim exegetical literatüre, examination of which constitutes half the 
bulk of my booL The material adduced is intended to represent a cross- 
section of Quranic commentary prior to the monumental work of Tabarî 
(d. 923)- Save for a kind of philosophical exegesis belonging to a later 
period, the typology set out here inciudes the principal lines of inquiry 
applied to the text of Müslim scripture: haggadic, halakhic, masoretic, 
rhetorical, and allegorical. The manner in which the concept of authority 
was progressively articulated by means of these exegetical types is the 
formative principle and the purpose of my exposition, though it is of 
course possible to interpret the evidence differentiy. It is, on the other 
hand, quite impossible to mistake the chronology of the sources or to 
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ignore the presence of NachdichUmg in traditionist literary forms. Tra- 
dition implies, and actively involves, historicization, and the gro\vth of a 
polemical motif into a historical fact is a proc^ss hardly requiring demon- 
stration, e.g. the patriarchal narratives of the Old Testament. History, like 
poetry, is mimetic and produces as many necessary truths as it contains 
fortuitous facts (Lessing). 

Pressed into the service of salvation history these two categories tend to 
coalesce; everything becomes relevant, the most insignificant scraps of 
information fail into place as components of the grand design. And it is 
that design which scriptural exegesis is intended to illustrate, by recourse 
to a range of Standard hermeneutical techniques, ali of ancient lineage and 
indisputable merit. Islamic adaptation of these was a fairly uncomplicated 
process of direct appropriation, and thus its analysis contains no surprises. 
It can, on the other hand, be argued that the data of the theodicy (as set out 
in Chapter I) limited from the outset its historical development: the 
expression of communal purpose and authority could hardly have been 
different from what it became (Weber). Sectarian forms of İslam reflect an 
equally predictable pattern of diveı^ence from what became the normative 
(Sünni) expression. Again, the problem of difhısion and polygenesis. Some 
aid towards a solution may be sought in the lexicon of exegesis, where 
terminological calques could, and probably do, indicate a community of 
scholarship. I have examined these, but am unable to identify one single 
path of difhısion. The marginalia of Judaeo-Christian history, what might 
be called ‘the sectarian milieu’, await systematic exposition. That the wait 
promises to be a long one is most persuasively illustrated in the quite 
extraordinary literatüre generated by discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls. 
Comforted by speculative scholarship of such quality and quantity, I feel 
no special compulsion to apologize for the conjectural nature of my own 
efforts to depict the origins of İslam. 

The final draft of this work was completed in July 1972, and I have thus 
not taken account of studies published since that date (and quite possibly of 
several published before that date). The sources employed in Chapter IV 
are in part stili in manuscript, and I am pleased to acknowledge the help- 
fulness of the stafis of the several libraries in İstanbul listed in the Biblio- 
graphy and of the British Museum. I should also like to express here my 
gratitude to Simon Hopkins, who read and commented upon the final 
version of these studies, having been for many years as my student exposed 
to the cruder formulations of my earliest thoughts on the subject. I think 
he is not satisfied with the result, but then, neither am I. Finally, I wish to 
thank the School of Oriental and African Studies for granting me leave to 
work in İstanbul, for inciuding this book in the London Oriental Series, 
and for meeting the expense of publication. j ^ 
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REVELATION AND CANON 

I. THE DOCUMENT 

Önce separated from an extensive corpus of prophetical logicy the Islaraic 
revelation became scripture and in time, starting from the fact itself of 
literary stabilization, was seen to contain a logical structure of its own. By 
the very achievement of canonicity the document of revelation was 
assured a kind of independence, both of historical traditions commonly 
adduced to explain its existence and of extemal criteria recruited to 
facilitate its understanding. But the elaborate and imposing edifice of 
classical Ouranic scholarship is hardly monolithic, and discemible lines of 
cleavage correspond to the number of options left öpen to the most 
fundamental lines of mquiry. Both formally and conceptually, Müslim 
scripture drew upon a traditional stock of monotheistic imagery, which 
may be described as schemata of revelation. Analysis of the Quranic 
application of these shows that they have been adapted to the essentially 
paraenetic character of that document, and that, for example, originally 
narrative material was reduced almost invariably to a series of discrete and 
parabolle utterances. An illustration is Sürat Yûsuf, often cited as a single 
instance of complete and sustained narrative in the Qur*ân. In fact, 
without benefit of exegesis the Quranic story of Joseph is anything but 
clear, a consequence in part of its elliptical presentation and in part of 
occasional allusion to extra-Biblical tradition, e.g. verses 24, 67, 77.* It 
may, indeed, be supposed that the public for whom Müslim scripture was 
intended could be expected to supply the missing detail. A distinctly 
referential, as contrasted with expository, style eharaeterizes Quranic 
treatment of most of what I have alluded to as schemata of revelation, 
exhibited there as components of earlier established literary types, The 
technique by which a theme is repeatedly signalled but seldom developed 
may be observed from an examination in their Quranic form of those 
themes traditionally associated with literatüre of prophetical expression. 
Not merely the principal themes, but also the rhetorical conventions by 
which they are linked and in which they are clothed, the variant traditions 
in which they have been preserved, as well as the incidence of ex€getical 
gloss and linguistic assimilation, comprise the areas of investigation under- 
taken in the first part of these studies. 

* See below, IV pp. 136-7. 
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Four characteristic examples ar e found in the imagery appropriate to the 
theodicy: retribution, sign, exile, and covenant. These themes, which 
constitute by far the majör part of the Quranic message, depend upon a 
limited lexical range with correspondingiy high ratios of frequency and 
distribution. The result is not unexpected: a very repetitive style which 
could indicate either a long period of oral transmission or an original 
series of unco-ordinated pericopes, or both.^ The imagery associated with 
divine retribution turns principally upon four substantives: «mma (nation), 
(predecessors), (generation), mdgarya (abode), accompanied 
by such finite verbs as khalâ, mada, and haldka (signifying decease). Of the 
many contexts containing these locutions those which are not anonymous 
were analysed by Horovitz, described as Straflegendeny and ingeniously 
related to the seven mathâni (Q. 15; 87, possibly 39: 23).^ Emphasis upon 
the dramatis personae of those Straflegenden, which I should prefer to cali 
retribution pericopes, led Horovitz to postulate a number of Biblical 
calques, in turn adduced as evidence of the Arabian prophet*s increasing 
knowledge of Hebrew scripture. This kind of argument was a corollary of 
that scholar's acceptance of the Nöldeke-Schwally chronology of revelation, 
a feasible but hardly the only method of interpreting the Quranic data.^ 

The phrases jS (Q. 2: 134, 141), ^L»î JÖ (Q. 7: 34, 

10: 49), (Q. 10: 47, cf. 16: 36, with shahîd 16: 89, with 

nadhir 35:24), ^ ^J\ UL«jî (Q. 16: 63, cf. 29: 18,41: 25), ete., 

are to be understood as hortatory or admonishing, and of eschatological 
rather than historical significance. Of similar application is imagery de- 

veloped roundthe concept awwalün, as o^jVt Jü U (Q* ^3* 

^ ^ (Q- 8: 38, cf. 3: 136), Jİ 

(Q. 6; 25), ^ J Uu.jî jiJj (Q. 15: 10, cf. 54: 51), 

43* ^3* ^)» vvhich the implicit reference to history 

is attenuated by the eschatological framevvork. The locution USCUÎ ^ 
üy ^9* 74’ 9^’ always anonymous, as are 

almost £dl construetions based on the plural gürün (e.g. Q. 10: 13, 32: 26. 
36: 31, ete.). Similarly UbSCUÎ (Q. 7: 4), ajy ^ Uj 

(Q. 15: 4), and with the plural (Q. 6: 131, 28: 59). 

It may seem useful to distinguish betvveen these general thematic formu- 
lations and those narrative conventions employed to introduce or to con- 
clude aetual accounts of divine retribution found in the Qur’ân, such as 

(3^ J3 U frUlî ^ (Q. 20: 99, cf. 7: loı, II: 100, ete.), 

* See below, pp. 20, 46-52. 2 Untersuchut^en, 10-32. 

3 See below, pp. 38-43. 



REVELATION AND CANON 


3 


or J ol 5 ^ JJÜ (Q. 12: m). The phrase jl 5 ^ Ij^U 

^ ^^jJl SJU- is either of anonymous application (Q. 30: 42) or 

specific (e.g. Moses, in Q. 40; 21)^ like several of the narrative formulae,* 
Closely related to the imagery of retribution and containing an allusion to 
what might be regarded as Sitz imLeb€nı%Q, 27:34 iil jt cJlü 

O^Luj dAlJ^j iJİÎ l^İAİ UjJ^Î Aj^ In the context 

of Solomon's letter to the queen of Sabâ* a threat of destruction is seen 
to be of secular origin, but employing the ‘abode’ (garya) image, the one 
of most frequent occurrence among the Quranic formulae for divine 
retribution. It is, on the other hand, hardly likely, in view of the basmaluy 
that we are here ofîered even the reminiscence of an authentic docu- 
ment, and the expression *when they enter a village they destroy it’ is 
probably to be interpreted as Nachdichtmg derived from precisely that 
formula.^ It would any^ay appear that the conventional designation of this 
theme adopted by exegetes was umam khâliya (the nations ’vvhich have 
perished), e.g. by Muqâtil b. Sulaymân ad Q. 18: 9 and 55 to gloss âyâîinâ 
(our signs) and sunnat al-awwaltn (the "vvay of the predecessors), respec- 
tively.^ Umam khâliya may be thought to exhibit the motif: Ubi sunt gut 
ante nos in mundo fuere characteristic of Wisdom literatüre, despite absence 
in the Quranic text of an exact equivalent to Ubi sunt,^ Identification and 
historicity of the umam khâliya were problems posed and solved in the 
literatüre of haggadic exegesis .5 In Müslim scripture itself they represent 
merely perpetuation of a literary type. 

The nations perished in many ways, each an expression of divine 
vengeance. Here the Quranic vocabulary draws amply upon the lexicon of 
literary Arabic. Based upon only a few finite verbs, of which the most 
common areja^a/a, akhadhüy arsalUy and waqâa (ali containing the conno- 
tation: to set in motion), the primary concepts *âgiba (destiny) and 'adhâb 
(retribution) are realized as a series of variations upon the theme of natural 
disaster: e.g. rajfa (Q. 7: 78), tüfân (29; 14), rijz (2: 59), matar (26: 173), 
hâdb (17: 68 ),rîh 'agîm (51:41), gâşifmin al-rth{ı ^: 69), hijâra minstjjtl (ıı: 
82), hijâra min tin (51: 33), sayi al-atim (34: 16), rîh sarsar (41: 16), fara 
^l-tannür (ıı: 40), mâ munhamir (54: ıı)y jarâd zva-gummal wa-dafâdV 
wa-dam (7: 133), sinin wa-naqş min al-thamarât {y: 130), şâiga (2: 55); but 
occasionally also as more direct intervention: e.g. Idna (28:42), şay^ (ı ı: 
67), zajra(yf]\ 19), şâkhkha{^o: 33), used to convey the notion of curse, as 

* See beİow, pp. 18-20, 

* Pace Horovitz, op. cit. 35. 

5 TaJsİTy MS H. Hüsnü 17, 167^, 170''; see also the references in Goldziher, Ahhand- 
ungen II, xvi-xviii: gubüriyyât. 

^ Becker, ‘Ubi sunt*, esp. 509; cf. Horovitz, op. cit. 16, 21, 29; and for poetic treatment, 
Hîrschberg, Lehrerij 53-7. 

5 See below, IV pp. 135^6. 
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well as generic terms like tâ'if (68: 19), tâghiya (69: 5), batsha (44: 16), or 
karb (37: 115). The significance of this imagery is typological and the 
punishnients exemplaryj of the kind referred to in Q. 13. 6 ^ cJs, 

olAtJl and 34: i9(^^U.Î ^LdjuKj. Both frequency and distribution 

ot the selected lexica suggest originally distinct pericopes. 

To be contrasted with the exempla afforded by the u?nam kkâliya are the 
concepts of trial and ordeal exhibited in the verbs balâ and futana with God 

as subject, e.g. ^ Jj (Q. 2; 49), U ISI jUo'i/l Lli 

-Jj (Q. 89: 15), ^ aüj (Q. 29: 3), and especially ^ 

IJIj lui 0^1 Î 5 ÎIS (Q. 21: 35). Similar 

constructions with adalla (cause to err) may also be adduced, e.g. cLUjlS^ 

frUü ^ JLÜİ J-vSu (Q. 74: 31). Divine justice is here mitigated by what 
seems clearly to be a reflex of the Biblical election tradition, evident in 
passages where Abraham (Q. 2:124) or David (38: 24) or Solomon (38: 34) 
is object of the trial. Not unexpected is the occasional allusion in these 
contexts to its corollary, the remnant tradition (bağıya, bâqiya, bâgiyün): 
general in Q. ıı: 116 \j}j\ ^ specific in 26: 120 and 

37: 77 (Noah), 43: 28 (Abraham), 2: 248 (Moses and Aaron), 69: 8 ('Âd), 
and 53:51 (Thamüd), the two last negatively expressed and thus belonging 
to the utnam khâliya. The appearance in Müslim scripture of these two 
Biblical motifs may, in my opinion, be interpreted as Bildungserlebnis 
imperfectly assimilated. 

Of quite different character is treatment of the retribution theme 
reflected in the locution ayyâm allak (days/batties of God). In Qııranic 
usage yavm may be merely chronological and quantitative, as in Q. 2: 196, 
41: 9“io, ete., but the context is more often eschatological, e.g. ot JJî 

-Ull y* ^ 2^ V jfcjj o ^ 3*^- 43> ^4' 44) phrases like 

C.I2J (Q. 32: 14) and jijj ^ (34: 30). Its typical funetion as 
complement to umma is evident in aJUJi (Q. 69: 24) and j^bl 
^ Ijii. (10: 102). In Q. 45: 14 aM\ ı^bî ^ 

plural ayyâm is the equivalent of the eschatological singular in the 
examples above and of the Biblical mrp DT». With one exception(Job 24: ı) 
Biblical usage favours the singular, which may of course refer to a 
historical event, e.g. Isaiah 9: 3 pTö ÛV, a synonym of HDn^ö (Judges 8: 
13). But the days/batties of Israel are also those of God (Numbers 21: 14 
mn’ nön*?D) a concept very likely the source of ayyâm not only in Q. 45: 14 

(above), but dso in 3: 140 yo l^JjİJj dDJj and 14: 5 ^^1 
-Ull jfcbtj ^uil «^Uikll yj dLy, the latter addressed to Moses. 
Now, the existence in Arabic of a profane tradition (ayyâm al-arab) might 
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be thought to provide an altemative source for the Quranic locution, much 
as it appears to have been the source of ‘epic^ motifs in classical Islamic 
historiography.^ The possibility of contamiıtation may not be excluded> 
and conceptual transfer within the Arabic lexicon from secular to divine 
(battie) is scarcely difficult. Against the non-occurrence of malhama in 
Müslim scripture may be set its primary use (in the plural: malâhim) as 
designation of apocaljptica,^ as well as the semantic equivalence of the 
cognate roots felt by Saadya in his translation of Psalm 109: 3 and of 
Exodus 15: 3.3 Like the remnant imagery contained in bagtyaıyeierjshe'ar, 
the equivalence ayyâm.milhamot exhibits theological elaboration of a 
Wisdom motif {Vbi sunt)y of which a search for the origins might seem 
superfluous. In prophetical language, as opposed to that of apocaIyptic, the 
imagery of retribution belongs to the oracular judgement (e.g, Tnassa in 
Isaiah and the later prophets), and it is that literary type which is per- 
petuated in the Qur’ân. 

For expression of the ‘sign’ as manifestation of the deity and as creden- 
tial of the prophet, the lexical range is somewhat wider than for the theme of 
retribution. One may distinguish between Quranic terms for sign and 
descriptions of them. The latter fail into four groups, of which the most 
frequent is imagery drawn from the phenomena of divine creation, ex- 

hibiting variations upon the motif of Q. 3:190 Vlj j üt 

tJj'y jl^lj JJ! 1*3 additionto the blessings and 

disasters of nature events of an unusual character {khâriq ül~âdd) are 
introduced, e.g. splitting of the moon (Q. 54: ı, cf. 55; 37, 84: ı) and 
crumbling of mountains (Q. 77: 10, cf. 59: 21, 7: 143). Different from but 
related to those are instances of more personal intervention in the laws of 
nature by its creator, e.g. nourishment (Q. 7: 32, cf. 2: 257), clothing 
(7: 26), treasure (ı ı: 12, cf. 9; 34, 43: 33-5), hosts (36: 28, 48: 4, cf. 3:12, 
5: 52), sanctuaries (2:158), but also the exempla of salvation history: Noah 
and his people (25: 37), Joseph and his brothers (12: 7), Jesus and his 
mother (23: 50), the men of the Cave (18: 9). 

Rather more important to the elaboration of dogma are two other 
categories of sign, which may be designated respectively guidance and 
scripture, To the former belong rühy amr, kalimalkalimâty hukmjhikma, 
shir'Uy minhâjy misbâhlnüry mazü^iza, wa'dlwa*idy barSuy adhâriy but also 
rasüllrisâlay bashiVy nadhity nabîjnubuîmoay and malakjmalâHka, To the 
latter may be reckoned kitâblkutuby qur*âny injîly tawrât, furqân, Z{d>ûrl 

> See Caskel, ‘Aijâm aI-*Arab’, 1-99; and below, IV pp. 125. 140. 

* Cf. Dozy, Suppldment ii, 522, and kuttıb malhama with sefer milhamoty Numbers 21: 
14; and Goldiziher, Richtungeny 57, but also 66 n. s, where, however, I should equate 
rnalâkİm with the Quranic ayyâm aîlâh, not merely with *Nachrichten apokalyptischer 
Art’.’ ■ 

3 Lauterbach, Saadja, vi, 25 n. 3; Rabin, Qu 7 nran, 118-19. 
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zuhur, şuhuf, sürajsutoar, It would be misleading to propose a rigorously 
schematic distinction between the two sets of lexica, in \vhich semantic 
boundaries tend to be blurred by contextual similarity. References in 
scripture to scripture pose a particular kind of problem, related to the role 
of proof-texts in Islamic prophetology.^ Collocation of sign as guidance 
and sign as scripture is of comparatively high frequency in the Qur’ân, e.g. 
kalimât with Mtab (Q. ı8: ay), hikma with kitâb, tawrât, and injıl (3: 48, 
5:110, ete.), hukm with kitâb and nubuwwa (3:79,6: 89, ete.). Rûh and amr, 
though not formally linked with ‘seripturaP signs, appear in contexts 
determined by finite verbs signifying revelation, e.g. awhâ (Q. 42: 52) and 
anzala (65: 5), as do general terms for ‘guidance^ like rmhâ, hudâ, bayânj 
tibyân, and even rahma (merey). Rasül (messenger) is of course found in 
combination with nearly ali the words of both categories. From collocations 
of this kind one might infer that the Quranic concept of theophany is 
basically scriptural, an argument commonly referred to a tradition of 
rhetorical accomplishment among speakers of Arabic.^ 

*Sign’ is generally conveyed in Müslim scripture by âya, which in Q. 

38: 29 may be understood to signify ‘verseof therevealed book^öUl^î <^1x5^ 

'^ 1 - Elsewhere, however, âya is merely ^€xempluw! 

and from analogous contexts attracts a number of synonyms, e.g. ‘alâmât 
(Q. 16: 6, curiously only önce, though this is the most common equivalent 
in exegetical literatüre), Hbra (12: m), uswa (60: 4), hadtth (45: 6), mathal 
(43: 57), tadhkira (20: 3), dhihr{2: 58), dhihTâ{^o: 37), bayyina (20: 133), 
burhan (4: 174), sultan (30; 35), nabff (38: 67), sha^üHr {zz: 36), ashrât (47: 
18), âthâr (30: 50). In Q. 48: 29 sıma and athar are not synonyms of 
âya, but signify rather ‘imprint’.^ Save for Sürat Rahman (verse 13 and 

passim: &VI c^vJ) it is âyajâyât which bears the burden of a 

Quranic refrain: SjV dUİ> J jl (sing. Q. 2: 248, süras 16 and 26 passim; 
plural 10: 67, sûra 30 passim; six occurrences with Hbra, e.g. 3: 13). The 
locution belongs to the imagery of prophetical expression, e.g. Isaiah 37: 30 
rUHn "]b nn, and may announce a miracle: e.g. Isaiah 7: 14 Kin ]n'» p*? 

niK OD*? and Q, 18: 9 bJbî ^ ui^SOl jl 

It is precisely in contexts characterized by the equivalence sign:miracle, 
demanded as credential of the prophet, that the lexical range is widest. 
Introduced by such conjunetive particles as kaolâ, lavmıâ. Um atma, hattâ, 

* See below, II pp. 63-5. 

* See below, II pp. 79-81. 

3 Pace Hirschfeld, ReseareheSt 96-7 n. 75 -vvhere read sîmd or âyaj but see also 45-6, 
6o“i; cf. *unu)ân aUsujüd in Nöldeke, DeUctus, 77, line 14. 

^ Cf. Westennann, Gnındformen^ 113-4; Quranic usage, it may be observed, partakes 
of both Heilsankûndigung and Gerichtsankündigung. 
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matâf or by a simple imperative, the demands inciude gardens, springs, 
fire, victory, angels, messengers, and (!) scripture [kitaba şuhuf, sûra, 

qur^ân). The formulae range from a modest reproach, e.g. J^'î VjJ 
ajj ^ SjT (Q. io: 20, 13: 7, ete., cf. 20: 33) to the elaborate inventory of 
Q. 17: 90-3: 

We will not believe you until you cause a spring to erupt from the earth, or tili 
you have a garden with palms and grapes in which you can make rivers flow, or 
tili you cause heaven to collapse, as you daim, or bring us face to face with God 
and the angels, or tili you own a house of gold, or ascend into heaven, nor will 
■we believe your ascension until you send dovm to us a book that vve can read, 

The scripture: miracle imagery is of course that underiying the tdhaddi 
(challenge) verses,* Relation to the Quranic version of the Vbi sunt motif 
was achieved by allusion to earlier scriptural (!) revelations, e.g. Q, 21: 5 

37: 168 IUjup ot Iıı this context the not quite un- 

expected diselaimer of miracles and refusal ‘to grant a sign’ (cf. John 6: 
28-32, Matthew 16: 1-4, Luke ıı: 29-32), e.g. Q. 7: 203 ^ lilj 

l4:u^l Vp \ji\3 ajL and 40: 78 ajUİ !j\i üt k? 

is further evidence of conformity to scriptural archetype. 

A third theme contributory to the Quranic theodicy is that of exile. A 
primary source for the imagery is a deseription of Abraham’s withdrawal in 

search of God from the environment familiar to him t^ljî Jli» 

.bb# Oj^tj AZU ^ ^ b 

<ml oj*^ (jj-frJJ Lj (Q. 19: 46, 48). Use of rtazala{withdrew) may be 

compared with Q. 18: 16, where the flight of the men of the Cave from 
persecution is so named. But it is the verb hajara, imperative here (leave 
mel), which exemplifies the Quranic concept of displacement, whether 
for the sake of worship, of redemption, or of bearing witness (martyrdom). 
Employment of the imperative for that classical instance of exile (cf. 
Genesis 12: ı lekh lekha) becomes in Q. 73: 10 an expression of general 

paraenesis G l^khjhalokh, 

Isaiah 6: 9, Jeremiah 2; ı, Ezekiel 3: 4, Amos 7: 17, ete.). The aetive 
participle of the first form appears in Q. 59: 9, but of most frequent 
occurrence are the perfect, imperfect, and aetive participle of the verb’s 

third derived form, e.g. Q. 2: 218 IjOaUj ol 

aAJ 1 O and 4 * ^ ii4.fr I o ^ (3«^***^ câ 


* See below, II pp. 78-9. 
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-Ul) Jl ^ parallelism oi yuhâjir 

and yakhruj exhibited in Q. 4: 100 is attested elsewhere, e.g. 2: 74, 60: ı, 
and in 4: 66 with the imperative ukhrujü. A fourth derived form with God 

as subject appears in Q. 8: 5 ^ dJJj L 5 ". The latter 

construction, accompanied by the participle muhâjir, is especially con- 
spicuous in a context containing the only Quranic instance of jala as exile 

IJjÜl (J cr:hzi\ aoi) öl (Q. 59: 3, cf. verses 2> 

8, 9, ıı). There, the notion of exile, though an act of God, is not an 
imperative addressed to a prophet, but belongs instead to the vocabulary 
of prophetical threats (cf. golah^ Nahum v: 10, Amos ı: 15, ete.). Sürat 
Baraja contains a number of parallel construetions with kharaja and nafara 
signifying movement towards, or at the behest of, God, e.g. the imperative 

in Q. 9: 38 <U1İ J Ij^t verses 39, 41-2, 46-7, 81, 

122). The imperative of farra in Q. 51: 50 dJül ıjl \yyâ is isolated. Of 
Moses and Lot the verb asra is used, often glossed ‘in the night', e.g. Q. 
44: 23 (5-ihjo (cf. 20: 77, 26: 52, and lekh lekha in Exodus 3: 10, 
16, 4: 12, ete.), and ıı: 81 J^l ^ (cf, 15: 65). It is that 

locution which was employed for the isra" verse (Q 17: ı), a Mosaic 
reference appropriated in exegetical literatüre to the biography of the 
Arabian prophet.* The divine imperative may also express the notion of 
movement combined with the imagery of retribution, as in Q, 3: 137 

İİU öl 5 ^(i 3^> ^tc., and 

in the imperfect: 12:109,30: 9, ımApassini), and especially 34:18, foIIowing 
upon the devastation wrought by the deluge (verse 16: saylal-arim). The 
verb sara occurs önce (Q. 28: 29 Moses) in the perfect, and to indicate 
movement at the command of God, a notion symbolized in exegetical 
literatüre by the non-Quranic substantive hijra,^ 

The unilateral character of the imperative is refleeted in the fourth 
theme here proposed to iUustrate the Quranic theodicy: the covenant. The 

locîis classicus is Q- 3: 81 *U3İ Juiî Slj amplified in 33: 7 by 

reference to Noah, Abraham, Moses, and Jesus, and employed in the 
exegetical tradition to depict the origins of prophecy in Arabia.^ The finite 
verb form akhadha (took), with God as agent or one of His retributive 
‘signs’ as source of aetion (e.g. Q. ıı: 102, 22; 48, and ıı: 57, 2; 55, 
respectively), invariably expresses unilateral imposition, and is thus used 
in the two passages cited above, as well as in most other locutions based on 
7 ntthâqy when the latter refers to a covenant betvveen God and man 


* See below, II pp. 67-8. 

3 Ibn Hishâm, Sîra i, 233-4., 


^ Cf. Wensinck, Tropheten*, 189-90. 



REVELATION AND CANON 


9 


(Q. 2: 63, 83,84,93, 3; 187,4:154, 5:12,14,70, 7; 169, 57: 8). Thedivine 
covenant is also called ^ahd, for which the perfect of the verb *ahida^ with 
God as agent, expresses a unilateral function, e.g. Q. 2: 125, 3; 183, ete. 
(36: 60 has lam with the jussive). A complementary and bilateral concept of 
'ahd is exhibited in the use of third form perfect *âhada, with God as 

object, e.g. Q. 9:75 -Ull AaU While the substantive *ûAdseldom 

occurs with the finite verb ^akida (but cf. Q. 2: 124-5), there is a single 
instance of mithâq govemed by an ötherwise unattested toâthagay vrith God 
as agent (Q. 5; 7). As designations of the divine covenant 'ahd and mithâq 

can be synonymous, e.g. in Q. 2: 27 ^ aill 

(cf. 13: 20, 25), though it is not impossible that here mithüq refers to 
(written ?) corroboration of a covenant already articulated, an interpretation 

supported to some extent by Q. 7: 169 ^ î, as 

well as by derivatives like wathâq (47:4, 89:26) and Çunoa) wuthqâ (2: 256, 
31: 22). In his translation of the Psalter, Saadya rendered 111:5 

in Arabic as mns? nSK*?» iriDT.* Like Biblical berit, both 

*ahd and mithâq may designate a covenantal relation between men, as in 

Q. 8; 56 V d ^ ^«4^ oAaU 

and 8: yz tİ olj 

respeetively. In the former passage use of the third derived form 
Çâhadta) is characteristic of the secular application of *ahd (e.g. Q. 2:100, 
177, 9: I, 4, 7), as it is also of the bilateral covenant (cf. Q. 9: 75 above, 
and 16: 91, 33: 15, 23, 48: 10) between God and man. For the latter an 

eighth derived form of dkhadha is also attested, e.g. Q. 19: 78 t— 

!j^ ^ (cf. 19: 87, 2: 80). 

The Quranic covenant imagery may reflect development from profane 
legal terminology by the introduetion of divine sanetion, though it is of 
interest to note that in the ‘Umma document(s)’ preserved in the Sıra of 
Ibn Hishâm neither *akd nor mîthâg occurs: the finite verb ^âhada (!) 
appears önce and the document itself is called şahtfay a neutral term.^ On 
the other hand, conceptual transfer from profane to divine imagery, and 

vice versa, may be inferred from modification of a formula such as J^jJl jl 
6^ (Q- 17- 34) to -UJİ (33: 15), or from the inter- 

polation min allâh after each of the only three instances of mawthiq (Q. 12: 
66, 80), the last of which, significantly, is object of the verb dkhadha with 
Jacob as agent. The observation of Horovitz on a distinetion between 

* Lauterbach, Saadja^ x, 34 n, 4. 

^ See Serjeant, ‘Constitution’, 3-16; it may welî be that the Quranic plural şulyuf is 
a reference not mereîıy to ‘seripture^ but to covenant, cf. esp. Q. 87: 18-19, i*®» first 
suhuf^ those of Abraham and Moses\ 
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tnithâq as calque of berit and/or diatheke and mithâq as ‘Terminus der 
arabischen Rechtssprache’ is superfluous: berit readily provides a Vorlage 
for either usage, and loci probantes for secular treaty relations will not be 
older than the Qur’ân document.* Similarly Jeffery, in a rather impression- 
istic treatment of some of the covenant verses, asserted that mîthâq and 
*ahd were also employed outside scripture (but when ?). The description 
there of accompanying finite verb-forms is inadequately differentiated, and 
to adduce Q. 6: 89 (3; 81 would have been more appropriate!) as belonging 
to the covenant imagery must mean that ‘covenant’ inciuded the gifts of 
scripture and prophecy, and will thus have been relevant only to Jews and 
Christians, not to ali of the umam khâliya,^ Elsewhere the author’s search 
for parallels to/sources for the Müslim concept of scripture took him far 
beyond the Judaeo-Christian tradition.^ Such investigation may be of 
considerable value for studies in comparative religion,^ but of rather less 
for the-literary analysis of scripture, especially in the light of the very 
explicit Quranic data. The source of the covenant imagery was clearly 
Biblical, and predominantly Pentateuchal. That the Mosaic covenant 
reflected in Müslim scripture should exhibit haggadic accretion and even 
conceptual deformation is hardly surprising, but worthy of remark: 
neither the Deuteronomic nor the Rabbinic interpretation of covenant was 
restricted to the express content of the Decalogue.^ 

Some evidence for determination of a Süz im Leben may, however, be 
available for other Quranic terms appropriate to the covenant relationship. 
As against two instances, both secular, of dhimma (Q. 9: 8, 10), the Umma 

document contains ûJ^\j aJül iuS jlj iand the locution habl allak (Q. 3: 
103) is paralleled in 3: 112 by habl min allak and habl min al-nâSy with 
which may be compared hibâl in the account of 'Aqaba.^ Moreover, 
amâna^ used of the covenant between God and man in Q. 23; 8 and 70; 32 

^ (ch 2: 283 and 4: 58, where it is 

exclusively secular; but also Nehemiah 10: ı, in which the purpose of 
möK was adherence to God’s Iaw), is widely attested in later chancery 
usage.’ Other essentially neutral terms, like bayda (acknowledge authority) 
and ayman (oaths), may in Quranic usage be lent divine sanction by 

occurring in context with 'öAdand its derivatives, e.g. Q. 48: 10 ü| 

-UJİ JjtU- Uj , , . aJUl ÖjjuLj Uil dUjjoLj and 16: 91 

^JU>U *U)| J4JU, respectively. 

* Untersuckungen^ 51. 

* ‘Scripture*, 119-21, 127--9. 

3 Jeffery, op. cit., 41—55, but cf. also 202 n. 40. 

See below, II p. 61. 

® Cf. Obermann, ‘Ağada*, esp. 29-47. 

® Ibn Hishâm, Stra I, 502, 442, respectively. 

’ Qaîqashandî, ŞıAh XIII, 321-51. 
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Covenant is related in the Quranic theodicy to the exempla of salvation 
history, to those representatives of the umam khâliya from which a rem- 

nant survived. Reference is general in Q. 33: 15 ^ -Ull IjJlaU 1 ax]j 

t w* 

<Ujl jl üjiji ^ 2: 286, in which covenant is 

depicted as ‘burden7‘yoke’: tşr), and specific in 33: 7 ^ ÜJ^Î ilj 

UA;;.îj ^ dJ^j 

The context is didactic rather than historical, and the concept limited 
to the Patriarchal and Sinai traditions. Allusion to Adam’s negligence 

aj JJ ^ eJI OSJj (Q. 20: 115) reflects an 

admonition attested elsewhere in prophetical literatüre, e.g. Jeremiah 22: 9 
and Hosea 6:7,^ Exhortation to observe and to keep the covenant {r^âj 
awfâ) is frequent, but it is the Patriarchal and Mosaic covenants which 
were to be observed. A single reference to a Christian covenant (Q. 5: 14) 
like inciusion of Jesus in Q. 33: 7 (above), represents chronological exten- 
sion, not historical development. The complementary concepts of fulfil- 
ment and renewal characteristic of the miting prophets (Jeremiah 31:31 
and of the evangelists (Luke 22: 20 Kaıvfı SıaOıjKT}) are not 
stressed in the covenantal imagery of the Qur’ân.^ Unlike the conceptual 
distinction recognized in Old Testament theology between the Deutero- 
nomic and Priestly notions of covenant,^ the difference of semantic 
functions between Quranic akhadha and "ahida, on the one hand, and 
^âhada on the other, is almost purely formal. Possibly separate traditions 
of bilateral and unilateral covenants coalesce in the Quranic imagery 
to produce the concept of submission explicit in the term İslâm, The 
covenant terminology might appear, moreover, to support the derivation 
of aslama from salam proposed by Lidzbarski, namely, ‘to enter into a State 
of peace’, or perhaps ‘of salvation*, exhibiting the equivalence 
shahm,^ Reflex of berit is exhibited in two occurrences of the cognate 

baraja: Q. 9: ı ^ aoil ^ and 

54- 43 d Cr* ^ the former in a 

context (Q. 9: ı-ıo) which provided the locus probans for juridical theory 
on the scope of secular treaty relations. The clearly formulaic expression 
of the entire passage might, indeed, be thought to provide some evidence 
of a Süz im Leben for the covenant as set out in Müslim scripture, similar 

’ See Speyer, Erzahlungerty 66-7. 

^ Cf. von Rad, Theology ii, 212-17, 247, 268-72, but aîso i, 306-18. 

^ Von Rad, op. cit. i, 129-35. 

^ ‘Salam*, 85-90; Pedersen,i-ii, 263-335; and Künstlinger, ‘Islâm*, 128-37, 
esp. 133-4; rejected by Horovitz, Untersuckungen, 54-5, and Katsch, Judaisniy 104-5, 
as well as by Bravmann, who detected a reflex of Arabian conduct in warfare, ‘Background*, 

324-43. 



12 


OURANIC STUDIES 


to the role of legalistic and cultic elements in the formulation of the Hebrew 
covenant tradition.^ 

• • • # • 

The presence in the Qur*ân of literary convention was recognized by 
exponents of what I have described as rhetorical exegesis.^ The schenaata of 
revelation incinde a number of conventions typically employed to introduce 
the majör themes of the Quramc theodicy. Exhibiting a comparatively 
limited Iexical range, those formulae serve to confirm the impression of a 
composition made up of originally unrelated pericopes. From the very 
high ratios of freqnency and distribution e.g. for qul and ayyuhâ^ one must 
expect a degree of contextual overlapping. From a formal point of view, 
however, the conventions can be identified as apodictic, supplicatory, and 
narrative. As such they may be regarded as symbolic of the basic, often 
minimal, units of expression in prophetical literatüre. Seldom reducible, 
they frequently mirror a pre-literary form, and occasionally a discemible 
function in language other than scripture. For example, the covenant with 
Adam (Q. 20: 115) referred to above was described by Zamakhsharî as 

reflex of a royal messenger formııla J J12 j 

aJI -Ulc aJl yjîj ^J\ Similarly, Q. 27: 34 

depicting the arrival of Solomon’s letter in Sabâ’ might be thought to 
contain incipient elements of the Quranic retribution imagery, The 
problem here, and in general, is the difficulty in dating loci probantes from 
profane Arabic literatüre. In its earliest stages that literatüre is essentially 
exegetical, even when not avowedly concerned to elucidate scripture, and 
genuinely independent witness to the usus loçuendi is indeed rare. 

Easily the most expressive example of the Quranic messenger formula is 
0.19: 17-21, in which Mary is informed by the Spirit of God (traditionally 
understood to be the angel Gabriel) that she is to bear a son. The passage 
may be analysed as follovre:** 

V. 17 Commission {Beauftragung) 

V. 19 lielivtrY {Überbrif^ung) 

liî Ul Jlî 

V. 21 Message {Ausrichtung) 

İJ. 4 Î <1)15^ U.4 dLj (JU dllAS^ Jü. 

The utterance of the messenger {BotensprucK) is contained in verses 19 


* Cf. Buhl, ‘Kıu*anexegese\ 97-106; and Koch, Grozvth, 21-2, 29-33. 

^ See below, IV pp. 227-39. ^ Kashshâfiii, 90-1 ad loc. 

* Cf. Westennann, Gtundfor7nen,/j2~z» 
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and aı (verses 18 and 20 report Mary’s reaction to the incident), and the 
messenger formula proper {Botenformeî) may be isolated as dlJj Jli 
i.e. nirp ‘1ÖK HD,* The locution kadhâlika qâla rabbuki{ka) is employed also 
in Q, 19: 9 for a similar message delivered to Zechariah, and in 51: 30 to 
Abraham, suggesting thus a stereotype for identical situations. Öf related 
application is aOI I tülÂf" in Q, 10: 33 and 40:6. In what may be 

the same function kadhâlika appears in a pausal context (followed by 
wa-qad) in Q. 18: 91, and as corroboratio in the queen of Sabâ’^s obser- 
vation on the conduct of kings: 27: 34 The demonstratİve 

kadhâlika, often synonymous with kamâ in reference to an earlier, 
analogous event, may occur with finite verbs and Godas agent, e.g. Q. ıı: 

102 lil *İUa 5 ^ and ı8: 19 dUJL 5 ^j> with which 

may be compared 2: 286 LdJ ^ U 5 " and 4: 47 lld 

More often, however, the function of kadhâlika is that of 
presentative, employed to introduce utterances both exemplary and general, 

e.g. dJU <0)1 dJUir(Q. 2: 187, 3: 103, ete.), ob 9 l JİİLll dÜoTj 

(6: 55, 7; 32, ete., and with nuşarrif y: 58), or the refrain iSy^ dJJjJ U| 
(37: 80, 105,110,121,131).3 As in the prophetical literatüre of the 
Old Testament the messenger formula, also designated formula of legiti- 
mation {corroboratio), may be merely understood, and construetions in- 
cluding only the term of commission, e.g. laqad ataynâ, laqad arsalnâ 
(Q. 2: 87, 27: 15, 31: 12, and 30: 47, 40: 23, 29: 14, respectively), are 
common in Müslim seripture. 

The most frequent by far of Quranic apodictic formulae is qul (say, 
speak!), a locution which dispenses altogether with the messenger formula 
as set out above. The observation of Horovitz that ali of the Qur’ân must be 
regarded as the utterance of God is doctrinally sound but for a form- 
critical approach very frustrating.^ Since, however, it has never been 
possible to insist that produetion of the Quranic revelation was analogous 
to that of the Hebrew prophetical literatüre, problems pertaining to the 
development of literary forms are difficult to define, let alone solve. 
Westermann’s chronological formulation ‘prophetisehes Wort ak Boten- 
wort’ presupposes just such a discernible development, attested by the 
various forms in which the word of God was uttered, from the Pentateuch 

* Westermann, op. cit. 107 ff. 

* According to Ibn Qutayba, ıaa~kadhâlika in Q. 27: 34 was preceded by a pause and 
introduced a fresh propositİon, uttered by God, Ta*zoîl 226-7. Similarîy, a pause after 
kadhâlika in the Botenformeî, e.g. Q. 19: 9, was the subject of exegetical dispute, see 
below, IV pp. 224-5. 

* Cf. Koch, Gro%vtk, 212: lakken; kadhâlika so employed was usually interpreted 

hdkadhâ, see below, IV pp. 129-30. * Untersuchungen, 5. 
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through the prophetical books to Chronicles.* By contrast, the Qur*ân 
exhibits a variety of recognizable literary forms in no recognizable order. 
Less dogmatic than Horovitz, Suyûtî adduced five passages in Müslim 
scripture whose attribution to God was at least disputedc Q. 6: 104, 114 
were the words of the Arabian prophet; 19: 64 (but, curiously, not 19: 9, 21 
and 51: 30) were the words of Gabriel; 37: 164-66 were ascribed to the 
angels; finally, verse 4 of the Fatiha may have been uttered by the faithful 
i^ibâd) or could, by insertion (tagdîr) of the imperative gülûy be attributed to 
God, a process applicable also to the two passages ascribed to the prophet.^ 
The mechanism of insertion, developed by the masoretes,^ must surely 
account for some at least of the 350-odd occurrences of an imperative form 
of gala (speak).^ 

Its functions are several, but it would be an exaggeration to describe its 
over-all effect as successful replacement of typically prophetical expressions 
by the direct speech of God. The theological implications of the inverse 
development in Hebrew scripture could provoke an impression that 
Müslim scripture represented a conscious return to the unmediated 
theophany of the Hexateuch ,5 That would, I think, be misleading, even 
were the mechanism of divine imperatives consistently applied, which 
clearly it was not, The role of the prophet in İslam is too Central to allow of 
such an interpretation, however much the Müslim doctrine of scripture as 
the word of God might appear to lend it support.^ What might be con- 
strued as a logical contradiction between the two views is reflected in the 
functions of guL It is, for example, employed to introduce mention of God 
in the third person, as in Q. 2: 120, 140, 7: 28-9, 13: 36, 27: 93, ete., 
though such passages are far fevver in number than those without an intro- 
duetory guh perhaps best exemplified in utterances of the type: wa{kâ?ıa) 
allâh "altmjrahimlhakîm, ete. Çul may preface an apodosis after statements 
beginning yas^alünaka (they ask you), often of halakhic content, as in the 
series Q. a: 218-22, or 4: 176 and 5: 4, but also in matters eschatological 
(7: 187) and aneedotal (ı8: 83).7 Çul commonly serves to indicate liturgical 
instruetions, frequently prayer e.g. Q. 3:26, 10: 104,13:16, and especially 
süras 112,113, and 114.® Finally, but most significantly, qul may introduce 
statements not predicable of the deity and usually containing finite verb- 
forms like ‘I fear’ (Q. 6: 15), T have been ordered’ (13: 36), Tf I err’ (34: 
50), but also deseriptions of the type ‘I am only a wamer' (38: 65, ete.), as 

* Grundformen, 70-1 (italics mine). 

* ltqdny rum* lo: I, 99-101. 

3 See below, IV pp. 219-24. 

■* Cf. Nöldeke, *Zur Spraehe des Korans*, NBSSy 8; GdQ ii, 36, 42. 

® See Koch, Grovoth^ 216 ff; von Rad, Theology ii, 33—49. 

* See below, p. 38, and 11 , pp. 55—6, 77-8. 

^ For the manner in which yas*alûnaka may generate an aetiological legend, see Horo- 
vitz, Untersuchungeny 6, and below, IV pp. 122-6. 

8 Pace Nöiddce, NBSS, 8. 
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well as stereotype formulae like ‘Gk)d suffices as witness between us’ (29: 
52), It is for these last categories that the possibility of interpolation sug- 
gests itself, but to insist upon such in a text chaFacterized by the absence of 
logical structure, as contrasted with stylistic homogeneity, would be 
superfluous.^ 

A soınewhat less common apodictic formula is the vocative yâ ayyuhâ, 
Though from the observations so far made this locution could be seen to 
require a preceding şu/, it is in fact so provided only six times, four of 
which contain declarations in the first person that could not be ascribed to 
God(Q.7:158, 10: 104, 22:49, 109: 1-2). It would thus not be impossible 
to see in that phrase the primary form of prophetical annoımcement in 
Müslim scripture. Most often the formula introduces an imperative (e.g. 
Q' 35 - 3) ^ prohibitive (24: 27), but also a conditional construction (8: 

29), and occasionally a nominal (33: 50) or interrogative sentence (61: 10). 
The addressees may be either ‘you people’ without qualification {aUnâs, cf. 
also al^mala'y al~insân)y or ‘you believers/disbelievers/Jews/scriptuaries’ 
{alladhina âmanüjkafarûlhâdüjütû 'l-kiîâb)y or iînally, one of several 
epithets referring to God’s messengers, e.g. rasül, rusuly mursalüny nabîy 
tnuzammily muddaththiry ete. Utterances addressed to members of the 
latter group might of course be interpreted as containing implicitly the 
divine imperative, and hence equivalent to expressions prefaced by quL 
Though it is possible to argue that use of the vocative dispenses with a 
specific phrase of legitimation {corroborati 6 )y such as the messenger formula, 
the two elements are by no means mutually exclusive.^ Some vocative 
construetions appear invariably in contexts containing also the imperative 
quly e.g. four of the five occurrences oîyâ bant adam (Q. 7: 26, 27, 31, 35; 
the fifth is 36: 60). Despite the plural and the assertion of Nöldeke- 
Schwally to the contrary, I am inclined to relate this locution to the voca¬ 
tive ben adam characteristic of Ezekiel (2: ı and passiniy cf. also Daniel 
8: 17), where modification of the messenger formula is not infrequent, e.g. 
3: II nırr **nK nöK hd möKi ma-n and n: 5 
mn*» nD.3 

A third vocative found in the Qur’ân is the Wisdom formula yâ bunayya 
(Q. II : 42, 12: 5, 31: 13, 16, 17, 37: 102), attested also in the plural yâ 
baniyya{Q. 12: 67, 87 where Jacob addresses his sons; 2: 132 where Isaac 
and Jacob are addressed by Abraham). Unlike the corresponding Hebrew 
locutions (Proverbs passim : nriV1/D''ia the Quranic ones 

* See below, pp. 46-7. 

* Cf. Koch, Grozvthy 210-11. 

3 GdQ i, 242 n. ı: their proposed altemative appears only twice in the vocative, 
Q, 82: 6, 84: 6 yâ insâriy and can hardly be said to represent a funetionai counterpart 
of the common address in Ezekiel; nor, it may be added, was ben adam in Ezekiel rendered 
in the Targum by bar naskâlbar nash (i.e. tnsân)y but by bar adam: see Verm^, ‘Jewish 
Aramaic^ 328. 
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are only formally linked to Wisdom: in Q. 31: 12-13 ÎJoJl UjT jlİİj 
aUL Jİİj^ V b aİİîo ybj JU Slj . . . and introduce 

exhortations and admonitions of a distinctly monotheistic flavour.* 
Similarly related to Wisdom literatüre is the formula: âm hasibalhasibtaj 
hasihtum an (e.g. Q. 29:4,45; 21, 47: 29,18: 9, 2: 214, 3: 142, 9: 16, and 
the variations in 23:115, 29: 2 ‘did you suppose that’, ete,), in consequence 
of which the prophetical announcement becomes a rhetorical question.2 
This attenuated form of imperative is also encountered in the later prophets, 
e.g. Ezekiel 8: 6 nriK nmn D'Tifp and 8; 17 where apodictic 

formulae are often of a eharaeter almost conversational. To relate the 
jııxtaposition in the Qur’ân of such a variety of forms to a history of the 
prophetical office would be a hazardous, if not quite futile, undertaking. 
The conceptual and formal transfer of terminology, very likely in both 
direetions, between the roles of envoy as royal agent and as divine mediator 
had been effected in Semitic literatüre long before the composition of 
Müslim scripture .3 It is to that tradition, rather than to one fabricated 
from the data of Arabic literatüre, that a literary history of the Qur’an 
must inevitably lead. 

Analysis of the Quranic formulae of supplication reveals a similar set of 
problems. Evidence of such pre-Islamic liturgical practices as might be 
presumed to offer a recognizable source for the Quranic references is 
encased in a pseudo-historical projeetion of Islamic scriptural exegesis. Its 
classical formulation is found in the Kitâb al-Aşnâm of Hishâm b. al-Kalbî 
(d. 204/819)/ There Arabian litholatry is deseribed as the consequence of 
strife among the descendants of Ishmael in Mecca, their dispersion from 
that sanetuary with relics of the Ka'ba in their possession, and continued 
observance of the traditional cultic procedures at these several monuments 
‘in memory of and abiding affeetion for Mecca’.^ It is, then, not surprising 
to find that such ritual phenomena as honouring the sanetuary {tanzim al- 
bayt) by circumambulation {tawâf, dawdr), station {wuqîif)^ sacrifice {ihdâ^ 
al-budn), and pilgrimage {hajj\ ^umra) were in fact derived from the coven- 
ant Çahd) imposed by God upon Abraham and Ishmael at the Ka*ba. Some 
admİKture of alien and distorted observance (aju U ^) 

was inevitable, though such appears to have consisted largely in neglect 
of the originally symbolic funetion of the bits of masonry detached by 
departing factions from the sanetuary at Mecca. Originally unitarian 
formulae of supplication, like the tasmiya and talhiya^ were thus preserved, 

* Cf. Lindblom, ‘Wisdonı*, 193-204 for the link between 'Wisdom and monotheism; 
Goldziher, ‘Polemik’, 354-5; Horovitz, Untersuckungeriy 133-6; cf. also Nöldeke, DeUctus^ 

I line 8. 

* Cf. Proverbs 20: 9; and von Rad, Theology ii, 68 on Job 4: 17. 

3 See AVestermann, Grundformen, 82. 

* GAS i, 268-71. 5 Kitâb al-Aşndm, 6. 
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but at the cost of adulteration by polytheistic foci.^ The strongiy exegetical 
character of Hishâm^s description of pagan practices is clear from his 
account of the introduction of such by 'Amr^b. Rabfa/'Amr b. Luhayy, 
where the classification of sacrificial animals reflects the allusions of 
Q. 5: 153 {bahirUy saiba, waşîla^ hâmt)P‘ 

The use of this and related material by Wellhausen and Lammens 
resulted in a portrait of the Jâhiliyya that, in accordance with the best 
principles of Biblical literary (documentary) criticism by which the earliest 
ascertainable form of report becomes synon5rmous with event, made the 
transition from pagan to Islamic worship a logical and almost predictable 
process .3 The antonomastic development which produced Allah as the 
Islamic name for God was seen to provide reasonable support for the 
social evolution inferred from the exegetical literatüre.^ The Quranic 
forms of address employed for supplication admit of the same inter- 
pretation, and it is thus not difBcult to postulate as Siîz im Leben for the 
expressions yâ rabbanâ (address) and yâ Hbâdî (response) the usus hguendi 
of the Arabian kâhini Indeed, the most frequent supplicatory formula in 
the Qur’ân is rabbılrabbanâ, without tlae vocative partide but often made 
asseverative by a prefixed qul (Q. 13: 30) or qul inna (34: 39). Both rabbî 
and rabbanâ may introduce a petition formulated as imperative, e.g. Q. 3: 
194, 7: 126, 14: 41, 19: 6, 10. The response, introduced hjyâ 'ibâdîy may 
also inciude an imperative, e.g. Q. 29: 56, 39: 10, 53,43: 68. One is, more- 
over, not surprised to find the locution allâhumma, an alleged vocative 
îormoiallak and attested in the Qur’ân(3: 26, 5:114, 8:32,10:10,39:46), 
contained in the polytheistic talbiya of Nizâr.* For the Müslim talbiya, 
which is non-Quranic, a secular origin is plausible: dhp is, hovvever, 
functionally comparable to Biblical (Deuteronomy 33: 29, etc.).^ 

In Quranic usage both rabb and allak (or a pronominal substitute) in 
combination with the verbal nouns hamd or subMn (denoting gratitude or 
praise) generate a number of exclamatory constructions, e.g. al-hamdu 
lillâh, lahu ^Uhamd, U-hamdi rabbika, bi~hamdikaj ete., or subhâna Ulâh, 
subhâna ^lladkty subkâna rabbika, suhkânakuy ete. Ali of these reflect an 
obviously liturgical origin, though hardly attested in Hishâm’s description 
of Arabian paganism, save in the antithesis kufrânika isubhânika and the 
parallelism tasbîh Jaklîl, both in verse.^ With the exception of 0.3: 188 
(and possibly 61:6) finite verb forms of the root h-m-d do not occur in the 
Qur*ân, though of the root s~b~h finite forms are common. An interesting 

* Kitâb aî-Aşnâfrij 7. 

® Kitâb al-Aşnarriy 8, 58. 

3 RestCy esp. 10-64; Arabie, esp. 101-79; see belo-vv, IV pp. 138-40. 

WeIIhaıısen, Reste^ 218; see below, III pp. 93 ~ 9 . IV pp. 122-7. 

5 Lammens, ArabiCy 152; Wellhausen, ResUy 145. 

® Kitâb aUAşnâm^ 7. 

’ Wellhaıısen, Reste^ m. * Kitâb (ü-Asnûrriy 26, 39, respectively. 
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feature of scriptural syntax is the predominantly liturgical use of the 
emphatic partide iyyâ^ with pronominal sufîix designating the object of 
worship, fear, service, ete., before the verbs: * ebada (Q, ı: 5 ) 34 * 4 ^» 

28, 28: 63, 2: 172, 16: 114, 41: 37, 29: 56), da'â (6: 41), rahiba (2: 40, 
16: 51), ittaqâ (2: 41), and (ı: 5).^ 

The primary funetion of Quranic supplicatory formulae is the invocatio, 
expressed in the tahlil aoil <ül (Q. 37: 35 and variations in the 

tasmiya -UJİ ^3 (e.g. 5: 4), in the takbir jS^\ <UJİ (e.g. 29: 45), 
or in the introduetory imperative to Sürat Ikhiâş j^| <01 1 ja Ji. As song 
of praise (hymn) the invocatio seems likely to belong to a cultic tradition, 
related to sanetuary and public vvorship.^ Some support for that conjeeture 
might be found in the relation of the tahlil to sacrifidal preseription, i.e. 
uhilla inQ. 2: 173, 5: 3, 6; 145, 16: 115, and glossed in 6: 121 
JuLfr -tul ^ 1 . The alternative is to postulate an origin in private devotion. 

While evidence for a cultic background is more abundant, it has been 
transmitted in a manner so overlaid with retrofleetive exegesis {Nachdich- 
tung) as to be nearly unintelligible. Solution to this kind of problem is 
often frustrated by the impossibility of isolating a satisfactory prehistory 
for 'what in the exegetical tradition have become highly charged technical 
terms. A perfect illustration is provided in Kister’s study of iahannuth, 
in which the author argues persuasively in favour of the equivalence 
tahannuthıta^abbud, accepting the latter as designation of cultic practices 
conneeted with the pre-Islamic sanetuary at Mecca.^ On the other hand, 
the notion of informal, private devotion contained in the Hebrew cognate 
(?) tehinnah is rather older than Kister, following Goitein, appears to 
accept, though that in itself does not of course justify identification of the 
two terms.^ It is merely that references adduced to support the equivalence 
tahannuth.ta^abbudjtabarrur are drawn from a literary tradition which 
stresses the exclusively Arabian sources of İslam,® 

The fragmentary eharaeter of Müslim seripture can nowhere be more 
clearly observed than in those passages traditionally deseribed as narrative. 
These consist in fact not so much of narrative as of €xempla, of the şort 
alluded to in the Qur’ân itself as ‘signs' {âyât)^ and hardly qualify even for 
the epithet ‘legend’.* Exhibiting a limited number of themes, the exempla 
achieve a kind of stylistic uniformity by resort to a scarcely varied stock of 
rhetorical convention. An instance is the serial employment of the pre- 
sentative wa~idh (cf. Hebrew nnSD) in Sürat Baqaray e.g. verses 30, 34, 

* Cf. Fiseher, ‘Zunburîja*, 153-5. 

^ See Koch, Grozvtht 161-6: tehillah, 

^ ‘Tabannuth^ 223-36. 

■* Kister, op. cit. 231 n. 51; see Elbogen, Gottesdienst, 73-81, and 265: tafıanun. 

5 See below, IV pp. 122-7. 

^ Cf. Horovitz, Untersuchungefif 7 ff. 



REVELATION AND CANON 


19 


49-51» 53 ~S» 58, 60-1, 63, 67, 72, 83-4, 93, 124-7, relieved by idh alone 
in 131 and 133, and not noticeably different from constructions with 
zva-idkâ in the same contexts, e.g. 76, 91, 117.^ While the effect is tedious 
in the extreıne, by means of this deictic formula, of far higher frequency 
than any other, a number of disparate topics, abruptly introduced and as 
abruptly dismissed, is mechanically linked. Dismissal is commonly effected 
by the locution ajV düS (J ol (^-g- O- 248), with minör variations, 
e.g, VJrö(3: 13), iadhkira{6g: 12).^ 

These basic ‘narrative’ conventions are supplemented by others, which 
may be distinguished as interrogative, imperative, and simple declarative, 
exhibiting thus the grammatical types already encountered for apodictic 
and supplicatory formulae. Since, indeed, the so-called narrative sections 
of the Qur’ân are of essentially symbolic character adduced to illustrate the 
eschatological value of the theodicy, it is not surprising to find such 
remarkable conformity, Formally interrogative locutions function almost 

exclusively as rhetorical questions, e.g. (Ja preceding 

mention of Abraham, Moses, Pharaoh, Thamûd, and other representatives 
of the umam khâliya {Q. 20: 9, 51: 24, 79: 15, 85; 17, 38: 21, and the 
variation tU dU'L ^Jl 9: 70, 14: 29). A parallel conciuding formula may 
be seen in Oj^J^ tsM (Q- 7* ^^5» 77* S®)> where hadith must, 

as elsevvhere, be understood not as Mstoria but as exemplumy as in 34: 19 
idjoUÎ Similarly, nahâ^ and gişşa in phrases of formulaic 

character signify exemplay e.g. Q. 18:13 pAclJ dOc- Jaoî and 12: 3 
^Ja^\ A finite verb of the second derived form 

nabba^üy imperative in Q. 15: 49, 51 and imperfect in 5: 105, 6: 60, 108, 
ete., supports that interpretation, as does the conciuding formula dUİ/dflJ 
frUÎ ^ (e.g. Q. II: 49, 12: 102), where anbff may be seen as ecjuivalent 
to âyât (signs). The rhetorical question is also posed in the locutions 
üt/Jl y (e.g. Q. 4:^44, 40: 69, 14: 19, 22: 18), öl/JI bji (e.g. 
13: 41. 34: 9). and J jJjî (e.g. 30: 9, 35: 44). imperative 

formations with the verbs dhakara and dhakkara (recall, remind) serve 
also to introduce exmplaj as in the series <.^ 1:531 J (Q- 19: 16, 41, 

51, 54, 56) and (Q- 38: 17, 41, 45, cf. verse 48), but especially 

14: 5 dOll pUL ^Similarly, the imperative construction/anarttrftay/ 

(see how, consider what) with ^âqiba (destiny, Q. 7:103), with âyât (signs, 
6: 46), or with amthâl (similes/parables, 17: 48), may introduce or conciude 
mention of the exempla which characterize this very allusive version of 

* See Nöîdeke, Zur Grammatik, 108-9; Reckendorf, Verhâltntss€y 475-80. 

* Horovitz, op. cit. 6, 13-4. 
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Heilsgeschichte, Their paideutic function is explicit in such formulae as 
^ (strike for them a parable, Q. ı8: 32, 45, 36: 13), 

frÜ (recite to them the exaınple, 5: 27, 10; 71, 26: 69), and oU dij 
(these are the signs of God 'vvhich we recite, 2; 252, 3: 108, 
45: 6). Functionally related to the imperative constructions is the use in 
Sürat Şâffât of the phrase salam *alâ (benedictio) to introduce the figures 
of Noah, Abraham, Moses, Aaıon, ete. (Q. 37: 79, 109, 120, 130). 

Despite the uniformity of introduetory and conciuding formulae, it is 
hardly possible to regard these as fbdng the limits of recognizable narrative 
units.* It is even more difficult to reconstruct from the elliptically drawn 
exempla themselves a form which might plausibly represent an earlier 
stage of transmission. Quranic allusion presupposes familiarity with the 
narrative material of Judaeo-Christian seripture, which was not so much 
reformulated as merely referred to. Narrative strueture on the other hand, 
absent in the text of seripture, emerged in the literatüre of haggadic 
exegesis, in which the many lacunae were more or less satisfactorily 
filled.^ Determination of a likely Sitz im Lehen for the Quranic forms 
tums, then, upon the possibility of regarding the exempla as originally 
distinet pericopes of essentially homiletic purpose. There are, of course, 
several situations at least in which such pericopes might or could have 
originated. But taken together, the quantity of reference, the mechanically 
repetitious employment of rhetorical convention, and the stridently 
polemical style, ali suggest a strongiy seetarian atmosphere, in which a 
corpus of familiar seripture was being pressed into the service of as yet 
unfamiliar doctrine. The implications of that hypothesis for a textual 
history of Müslim seripture remain to be examined. 


The Quranic masorah is traditionally restricted to a series of more or less 
Standard deviations from the canonical text.3 Such material as was alleged 
by some to have a daim to canonical status, but which in the event was not 
inciuded in the definitive text, tended to be relegated to discussion of 
specifically halakhic questions or to argument arising out of seetarian 
interests.'* The problem of ‘variants’ can be usefully approached by 
distinguishing between variant readings, the proper concern of the 
masoretes, and variant traditions. In the Müslim exegetical literatüre the 
latter were explained, or evaded, by reference to the ehronology of reve- 
lation, by means of which unmistakable repetition in the Quranic text 

* Cf. Koch, Grotüik^ 115—18; Torrey’s sociological observations are of littie value for 
a literary analysis, Foundation^ 105-16. 

* See beIow, IV pp. 127-9. 

3 See Jeffery, Materials ; and GdQ iii. 


^ GdQ i, 234-61, ii, 33-8, 8i-ii2. 
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could be justified. Versions of the chronology, together with traditions 
relating to the modes of revelation, have been considered adequate 
criteria for describing the collection and preservation of that text by the 
Müslim community.^ But variant traditions are present in such quantity as 
to deserve some attention in a description of the process by which revela¬ 
tion became canon. Unlike the minutiae to be gained from variae lectionesy^ 
analysis of variant traditions Avili not support the theory of an Urt€Xt nor 
even that of a composite edition produced by deliberations in committee, 
both of which may, not surprisingiy, be traced to Rabbinic Vorlagen.^ 
Such analysis indicates, rather, the existence of independent, possibly 
regional, traditions incorporated more or less intact into the canonical 
compilation, itself the product of expansion and strife within the Müslim 
community. Now, that kind of variant is found for most of the exempla 
adduced to illustrate the umam khâtiya theme, of which those relating to 
the mission of the prophet Shu'ayb offer a typical instance. It may be 
conceded that the kind of analysis undertaken will in no small measure 
determine the results. For the Quranic material pertaining to Abraham, 
the studies of Beck and Moubarac were developed from a wholly arbitrary 
adherence to the traditional chronology of revelation and ended in a 
‘historicaP survey of the prophet’s ‘changing attitude toAvards the patri- 
archs’.** Demonstration of the ‘historical development of Abraham in the 
Qur'an’, for Moubarac the evolution of a composite figüre out of an 
originally dual image, required not only a verifiable chronology of reve¬ 
lation but also the structural unity of the canon. Both were asserted; 
neither was proved.^ 

A literary analysis, as contrasted with a historical or theological one, may 
properly disregard such criteria. For Shu’ayb the scriptural account exists 
in three complete versions: Q. 7: 85-93, • 84-95, ^6: 176-90; and in 

abridged form (introductory and conciuding formulae only) in 29: 36-7. 
Between the three versions an intemal relationship may be set out as 
follows. 


A 

I And to Midian their brother Shu'ayb. (7: 85) 

II (He said) if some of you believe in that with which I have been sent, and 
others of you do not, then have patience until God judges between us, for 
He is the best of judges. (7:87) 

* See below, pp. 33-46. ^ See below, IV pp. 203-8. 

3 Cf. Eissfeldt, Einleitung, 695-707; and seebelow, pp. 45-52* 

** Beck, ‘Abraham*, 73-94; Moubarac, Abraham, esp. 31-50, 91-5, 163-75, 

5 Moubarac, Abraham, 139, admitted the difficulty of eliciting from the document of 
revelation a ‘theology of history* as contrasted with ‘reports of a historical nature': 
‘Ou encore, il y a dans le Coran une histoire de la religİon plutöt qu*une religion de 
rhistoire*. 
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III My people, worship God, for you have no other than Him. And a sign has 
come to you from your Lord. Give full measure and weight, and do not 
cheat your fellows of their property, nor work evil in the land, now that 
matters have been put right. There will be benefit to you if you have 
faith. So occupy not any path, seeking to make it devıous, and threat- 
ening and barring from the way of God bira who believes. (7: 85-6) 

IV But remember that you were few and He increased you, and consider the 
destiny of those who work evil. (7: 86) 

V And the assembly of those of his people Tvho regarded themselves as 
authorities said: We will expel you from our midst, Shu'ayb, and those 
who believe with you, unless you return to our law. (7: 88) 

VI He replied: And if we do not wish to ? We should be guilty of denying God 
were we to return to your iaw after He delivered us. It is not for us to 
return unless our Lord God wİshes it. His wisdom comprehends ali 
things, upon God do we rely. Lord, judge in truth between our people 
and ourselves, for You are the best of judges. (7: 88-9) 

VII And the assembly of those of his people who did not accept said: If you 
follow Shu'ayb then you are lost. (7: 90) 

VIII So disaster overtook them and they were left prostrate in their place. 
Those who rejected Shu^ayb were as though they had not been, those who 
rejected Shu'ayb were indeed lost. (7: 91-2) 

IX And he turned away from them saying: My people, I brought you 
messages from my Lord and advised you, so how shall I have pity on a 
people who does not accept? (7: 93) 


B 

I And to Midian their brother Shu'ayb. (ıı: 84) 

II (He said) My people, do you not see that I bear a sign from my Lord, 
Who has provided well for me. I do not wish to oppose you in that which 
I forbid, but oniy to put things right so far as I can. And my success lies 
with God upon Whom I rely and towards Whom I turn. (ıı: 88) 

III My people, worship God, for you have no other than Him, Give not 
short measure and weight, for I see you İn wealth and fear for you the 
punishment of the last day. My people, give full measure and weight in 
equity, and do not cheat your fellows of their property, nor work evil in 
the land. That which abides with God will be a benefit to you, if you have 
faith. For I cannot preserve you. (ıı :84-6) 

IV My people, let not rejection of me make you guilty, lest that afHict you 
which afflicted the people of Noah or of Hûd or of Şâlih, nor are the people 
of Lot irrelevant. (ıı: 89) 
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V They replied: Shu'ayb, does your prayer command that we abandon that 
which our fathers worshipped or that 'vve (do not) conduct our alFairs as 
we wish? But are you not element and righteous? (ıı: 87) 

VI (He said) Ask forgiveness of your Lord and tum towards Him. My Lord 
is merciful (and) lovİng. He said: My people, is my family dearer to you 
than God, for you have cast Him behind you, My Lord understands that 
which you do. (ıı; 90, 9a) 

VII They replied: Shu'ayb, we do not understand much of what you say 
and regard you as without support. Were it not for your family, we would 
stone you, for you have no poM^er över us. (ıı: 91) 

VIII And when Our decree was uttered We delivered Shu'ayb and those who 
had faith 'with him, as a merey from Us. And disaster overtook those who 
had dorıe wrong and they ■were îeft prostrate in their place. As though 
they had not been, Midian perished as Thamûd had perished. (ıı: 94-5) 

IX (He said) My people, do in your position (as) I do. You will know him 
to whom a grievous punishment comes, and who it is who lies. And 
watch, for I watch with you. (ıı: 93) 


II (Shu'ayb said) I am a messenger entrusted to you. (26: 178) 

III Thus said Shu'ayb to them: Will you not fear ? Fear God and obey (me). 
For that I ask of you no reward. I have no reward but with the Lord of 
the universe. Give fail measure, and be not of those who cause loss. 
Weigh in straightforvvard equity. And do not eheat your fellows of their 
property, nor work evil in the land. (26: 177, 179-83) 

IV And fear Him Who created you and those who went before. (26: 184) 

V They replied: You are one of the possessed. And are only a mortal like 
ourselves, and we think you a liar. But if you speak the truth, then let 
some part of heaven fail upon us. (26:185-7) 

VI ... 

VII ... 

VIII The men of the copse rejeeted the messengers. Thus they rejected him, 
and the punishment of the last day, a momentous day, overtook them. In 
that there is a sign, but most of them have no faith. (26:176, 189-80). 

IX He said: My Lord knows best what you have done. (26: 188) 

The isolation and order of components proposed here, though not 
always coincident with verse juneture and sequence, correspond to a 
seheme vvidely attested in the literatüre of prophetical expression.^ From 

the analysis version A emerges as the most coherent and version C the 

\ 

* See Westermaım, Grund/ormetit Koch, Grovjth, 190-4. 
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least. Absence in the latter of element I, the formula of commission 
{Beauftragung), and the presence there of the simple presentative idh qâla 
(thus he said; at the beginning of element III) suggest a primitive and 
probably earlier formulation. The commission itself, which appears not 
only in versions A and B, but also in the summary account at Q. 29: 36-7, 
is a stereotype phrase employed exclusively for the non-Biblical ‘prophets’: 

AJU! L Jl 5 . . . . .(JI_S (Q. 7: 65, II: 50—Hûd to 

*Âd; 7: 73, II: 6ı—Salih to Thamûd; 7: 85, ıı: 84, 29: 36—Shu'ayb to 
Midian), and might well be thought an editorial interpolation designed 
precisely to introduce reports of prophetical missions, themselves cast in 
informal dialogue. 

Element II, the corroboratio {Botenformel), is not necessarily out of 
place in the canonical sequence of A and B, but is probably nearer its 
original position in C, where it introduces the substance of the message, 
■svhich is element IH; the diatribe or accusation {ScheltzoortjAnklage)^ 
Only in version B is the diatribe not immediately followed by element IV: 
the threat or prediction of disaster {Drohzvortj Unheilsankündigung),^ Also in 
version B that prediction is specified as the destiny of those who rejected 
the wamings of Noah and Lot, and of the Arabian prophets Hûd and 
Şâlih, while in versions A and C allusion to the fate of the umam khâliya is 
general. Thus version B, rather than A, might represent the final shape of 
the tradition, a possibility strengthened by the form if not the position of 
element II: in C merely rasül amin, in A billadM urdltu bihi, and in B 
bayyina min rabbt (which however occurs, slightly varied, in element III of 
version A: bayyina min rabbikum). 

In elements V, VI, and VII, which constitute the altercation, dialogue is 
prominent. Version C contains only element V, the contestation {Bestrei- 
tung), elaborated in A and B to inciude a counter-argument or justification 
(Begründung), and a third component (element VII) which might be 
described as the resignation and which conciudes the dispute. Here, 
however, version A exhibits a context more even and consistent than B, as 
well as a more sophisticated argument. Element VIII signals reversion 
from dialogue to narrative, in order to describe rejection of God’s message 
and fulfilment of the threat (element IV), the dominant motif of the 
Q\iT2imc exempla, The position of element IX, the epilogue or final assess- 
ment, is logical only in version A. From the canonical verse sequence of 
versions B and C, and from its absence in Q, 29; 36-7, one might conciude 
that it was a late and optional embellishment. 

As set out in the diatribe (element III), the primary transgressions of 
Shu'ayb's people were three: failure to observe fair practice in what appear 
to be basic mercantile transactions 0(3^^ Ij \\yj\ (cf. especially Q. 83: 


* Westermann, Grundfortnen, 46-9. 


* Westennann, loc. cit. 
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2-3, but also 6:152, 17: 35, and 12: 59, 88; znApassint in the negotiations 
between Josepiı and his brothers); lack of equity in questions of property 

Vj (cf. Q. 2: 282, II: 15); and apparently a general 
inclination to damage and injury J \jX^ V or J lyuJ V 

(the latter, attested otherwise only at Q. 2: 60, evidently restricted 
to the Shu'ayb traditions). From indications such as these it is of course quite 
impossible to identify either the people or the prophet.* Other allusions are 
similarly unhelpful, e.g. the concept of ‘reform’ {işlâh) in Q. 7: 85 and 
11: 88, but not in version C, or inciusion of the men of the copse among the 
ahzâb in Q. 38: 13 (cf. also 15; 78) or with others of the umam khâliya in 
50: 14 (cf. also the Midianites in 9: 70). But Quranic references to Midian 
belong as often to the Mosaic traditions, and the story of Shu*ayb must be 
regarded as a parable, its exemplary function of greater moment than its 
improbable historicity. Admonitions on equity in the matter of weights 
and measures represent a Pentateuchal motif, developed in the prophetical 
literatüre (Leviticus 19: 35-6, Deuteronomy 25: 13-16, and cf. Amos 8: 5, 
Micah 6: ıı). The Shu'ayb traditions exhibit littie by way of historical 
development but ample evidence of literary elaboration, drawn from 
recognizable and well-established types of prophetical report. Such 
elaboration is characteristic of Müslim scripture, in which a comparatively 
small number of themes is preserved in varying stages of literary achieve- 
ment. 

The effect of variant traditions may be difîerently illustrated, and 
assessed. Majority opinion in the exegetical literatüre accepts that the 
passage Q. 55; 46-77 describes four gardens, whose identification as stages 
of celestial reward for the faithful became a significant exercise in eschato- 
logical writing. Early on, but with littie effect upon the verses as source of 
doctrinal and allegorical speculation, a dissenting view was recorded, 
namely, that the dual iona jannatâni in Q. 55; 46 was demanded by tlıe 
scheme obtaining there for verse juncture, but in fact represented the 
singular janna, as in Q. 79:41 ^ .iljî c. 1^1 JlF* «JL^ 

İL^UJI c55tjl ^ (jb Applied also and for the 

same reason to Q. 55: 62 that stricture would halve the total number of 
gardens, a result confirmed by examination of the parallel descriptions of 
the two pairs. Each contains sixteen verses (i.e. Q. 55: 46-61 and 62-77), 

half of which consist of the recurring phrase oLÖSû U 5 ^ c-Vl 
employed thirty-one times in the entire sûra but nowhere else in the text 

' Cf. Geiger, Was hat Mokammed, 170-7; GdQ i, 151 n. 9; Horovitz, Untersuchungen^ 
93-4, 119-20, 138: Torrey, Foundation^ 71; Speyer, Erzahlungen^ 251-4. 

^ Farrâ*, apud Suyütî, liqdn iii, 299; employing the same criteria but ignoring the 
masoretic tradition,iMülIer, Reimprosüy 132-3, reached a similar conciusion; cf. BSOAS 
xxxiii (1970) 389-91. 
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of scripture (cf. the related locutions in Q. 7: 69, 74, 53: 55). Formally, its 
function is to stress the dual inflexion characteristic of this passage. 
Structurally, it produces the effect of a litany, and its similarity to oViyV '’D 
non which performs the same function in Psalm 136 haş been noted.^ 
I should like here to insist upon the term litany rather than refrain. The 
role of the latter in the Qur’ân and elsewhere, is that of conciuding 
formula, which does not adequately describe employment of the device in 
this passage.^ There the construction is based upon eight uniformly short 
verses, which are those of the second description (Q. 55: 62-77), expanded 
formally and conceptually in the somewhat less uniform verses of the first 
description (Q. 55: 46-61), the whole enveloped and punctuated by the 
element: Then which of your Lord’s bounties do you deny ? In the order 
of the Canon the two sets of eight verses are as follows. 

A 

46. And to him who fears the presence of his Lord, two gardens. 

48. Of many varieties/colours. 

50. With two springs flowing. 

52. Of every fruit two kinds. 

54. Reclining on beds with linings of brocade, the fruit of the two gardens 
near by, 

56. With chaste maidens, untouched before by men or jinn. 

58. As though of ruby and peari, 

60. Can the reward for goodness be other than goodness ? 

B 

62. And besides them, two gardens. 

64. Of deep green. 

66. With two springs bubbling. 

68. With fruit and palms and pomegranates. 

70. With püre (and) beautiful ones. 

72. Püre white, reserved in chambers. 

74. Untouched before by men or jinn. 

76. Reclining on green cushions and fine carpets. 

The contrapuntal scheme is not perfectly executed, but sufEciently so to 
have prompted Zamakhsharî to qualify the descriptive components of 
version B as just inferior to those of version A.^ That implied of course 

* Hirschfeld, ResearcheSy 73 n. 20, though of the calgue I am less certain than the 
author; cf. also Speyer, Erzâhlungen^ 29. 

* Ibn Qutayba described the formula as a marker {fâşild) between each pair of divine 
favours, Ta'totî^ 181; cf. GdQ i, 42; Koch, Grozvth, 96; Eissfeldt, Einleitung, 71—3: 
Strophenbau, 

* Kashshâfiv, 454: ad min dûni himâ in verse 62. 
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acceptance of the canonical order of the two descriptions, but from the 
same evidence it could be argued that version A represents an elaboration 
of version B, both by rhetorical device and exegetical gloss. Whether the 
embellishment is to be understood as purely literary or as a reflex of vvhat 
may have been the liturgical function of these verses, is difficult to deter- 
mine. If a cultic context can be envisaged, it would seem that the descrip¬ 
tions of paradise were recited in inverse order to the canon, More likely, 
however, is juxtaposition in the canon of two closely related variant 
traditions, contaminated by recitation in identical contexts, or produced 
from a single tradition by oral transmission. Imagery based on a pair of 
gardens appears elsewhere, e.g. Q. 34: 15-16 and 18: 32-3, though in the 
latterinstance the parableisweakened by defective syntactical distribution.^ 
In neither passage did the imagery provoke eschatological speculation, 
whereas Quranic garden imagery based upon the singvIdT janna (e.g. aşhâb 
al-janna Q. 2: 82 and passm\ and the parables 2: 265-6, 68: 17-33)^ or 
the pluraljönnö/(e.g. the formula <Sj^ Cj\x=>. 0.2:25 and 

passim; jannât 'adn 9: 72 and passim\ jannât al-na!îm 10: 9, and jannât 
wa~uyün 51; 15), did provide the traditional points of departure for such. 
It may well be that the dualjannatâni of Q. 55: 46 and 62 was, implicitly, 
never understood as anything but singular. 


From Zamakhsharî’s pun on min düni himâ (Q. 55: 62) it is legitimate to 
infer a consciously formulated correspondence between the descriptions in 
verses 46-60 and 62-76. Whether that correspondence is exclusively 
rhetorical, or rhetorical and exegetical, will depend upon the more general 
problem of recognizing in the canonical text such phenomena as paraphrase, 
gloss, and interpolation, That problem was adumbrated by Fischer in his 
analysis of Q. loı: 8~ıı, where the exegetical function of the locution mâ 
adrâka mâ (how do you know what... is?) is convincingiy demonstrated.^ 
Reverberation of the exegetical equivalence hâzviyaidbysslhellûre found 
expression elsewhere, e.g. in an ckgy ascribed to Waraqa b. Nawfal y 

bjU jLül tJI IjLaı. and an ironic utterance attributed to *Abîd b. 

Abraş, describing his narrow escape from etemal damnation ij 

both emphasizing, incidentally, the triptosy of its scriptural 

* Cf. Speyer, Erzahlungen, 433-4; and below, IV p. 128. 

* Horovitz, Untersuckungen, ıı. 

^ *Eine Qoran-Interpolation*, 33-55; though it is easier to identify than to date inter- 
polations, the objections to Fischer’s proposal articulated by Barth and Torrey are, in 
my opinion, unacceptable: references in Paret, Der Koran, 518-19; and O’Shaughnessy, 
‘Seven Names’, 449-51. 

Ibn Hishâm, Sıra i, 232 line 5, 

5 Ma'arrî, Risâlat aUGhufrân, 178 top. 
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occurrence.* That the phrase mâ adrâka mâ is of hermeneutical, not merely 
lexical, moment is evident from its thirteen occurrences in the Qur’§n where, 
in addition to such hapax legomena as hâmya (Q. loı: lo), sajqat (74: 27), 
Hlliyün (83: 19), ete., expressions like yawm al-din (82: 17-18), yawm al- 
faşl{^7\ 14), and(90: 12) are glossed. But traditional accommo- 
dation of the phrase was designed to expel doubts about just whose utter- 
ance it represented: God’s, prophet's, or commentator’s. Râghib Isfahanı 
declared, for example, that whenever God preceded mention of any topic 
■with mâ adrâka mâ, He explained it, but that when He employed the 
expression mâyudrika, the matter was left unexplained.^ The fact that the 
two formulae are anyway not functionally comparable is less relevant than 
the manner in which mü adrâka mâ was there unequivocally assumed to be 
the word of God. The mâ yudrtka construetion, always completed by 
la'alla (how do you know whether?), is predicative rather than explicative 
(Q. 33; 63, 42: 17, 80: 3), as Isfahanı inadvertently observed. 

Some instances of apostrophe might be thought to signal commentary to 
the text of revelation, e.g. in Q. 16: 51 V JUj 

^^Uli/Julj «Vl jA ’vvhere the middle term in the third person 
contrasts with the imperative construetion as a whole: *God said: do not 
take unto yourselves two gods/for He is only one god/so have fear of Me 
(alone)’. Such, in my opinion, is not to be confused with a passage like 
Q. 25: 45-56, in which mention of God alternates betvveen first and third 
person, exhibiting the abrupt transition characteristic of so much of 
Quranic style, and indicating not juxtaposition of text and commentary 
but rather, of fragments from independent traditions. That the apo- 
strophic qul must in those contexts impossibly predicable of God be an 
interpolation has been proposed; similarly the locution min allâh after 
mawthiq in Q. 12: 66, 80, by means of which that otherwise unattested 
designation of covenant could be unambiguously related to mîthâq. 

In the examples of variant traditions adduced above, those deseribing 
the mission of Shu'ayb might be held to contain traces of exegetic^ 
aetivity. Element I (formula of commission) appears in versions A and B 
only, and may represent a gloss of the introduetory idh qâla of version C. 
Element IV (threat/predietion of disaster), in A and C a general reference 
to the itmam khâliya, becomes in B specific enumeration of the fates of 
those who rejected Noah, Hûd, Şâlih, and Lot, On the other hand, elabor- 
ation of element V in version C to the series V-VII (altercation) in versions 
A and B is more likely to be evidence of independent origins. Now, in the 
passage containing parallel deseriptions of ihe two gardens, the precise 
relationship between corresponding elements is rather more problematic, 
since, as I have intimated, the possibility of proliferation from a single 


* Fiseher, *Eme Qoran-Interpolation^ 43-4. 


* Apud Suyû^, ltqân ii, 139. 
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tradition cannot be ruled out.^ However, a tenden<^ towards clarification 
as well as conceptual enhancement is discernible in a comparison of verse 
64 {mudhâmmatâni) with verse 48 {dhatoâtâ afnântn: interpreting afnân as 
alwân)y^ of verse 66 {naddâkhatâni) with verse 50 {tajriyâni), ot of verse 68 
(fâkihatun wa-nakhlun wa~rummâmn) with verse 53 {min külli fâkihatin 
zazvjâni). Thus set out the evidence would appear to support the hypo- 
thesis of an earlier composition for version B, though the remaining parts of 
the two descriptions suggest other possibilities. For example, subsumption 
in verse 56 of ali the elements of verses 70, 72, 74 might indicate originally 
distinct traditions, as could the presence in version A of verses 58 and 60, 
both without obvious counterparts in version B. But I am inclined to see 
in verse 58 {al-yâqût wal~marjân) an elaboration of hür in verse 72, and to 
interpret verse 54 as a conscious reformulation of the clumsier imagery of 
verse 76. A paraphrase of version B in version A might none the less be of 
liturgical, rather than exclusively exegetical origin. The rhetorical question 
of verse 60 exhibits a common Quranic device, already noticed, and serves 
to stress the eschatological content of the entire passage. As such it would 
belong to the exegetical tradition, the concern of which it was to underline 
the relation of this particular instance of double garden imagery with the 
concept of celestial reward elsewhere illustrated by the forms janna and 
iannât. 

# • • • • 

I have drawn attention to the allusive treatment in the Qur*ân of the 
schemata of revelation. The style is best observed in the so-called ‘narra- 
tive’ passages, of which the Shu'ayb traditions offer typical illustration. 
Indeed, each of the themes representative of the Ouranic theodicy ex- 
hibits a recognizable literary tjpe in a State of suspended development. 
A degree of uniformity was achieved by recourse to a limited number of 
rhetorical conventions. Specifically stylistic problems provoke other more 
general ones relating to assimilation and the mimetic process. For example, 
traces in the retribution imagery of election and remnant traditions associ- 
ated with the salvation history of Israel distinguish the role of that nation 
in the theodicy from those of the umam khâliya, themselves elected but 
vanished without survivors, A consequence of that distinction is the purely 
exemplary function of parables containing the accounts of non-Biblical 
prophets, and a concomitant failure to assimilate Arabian elements to the 
Judaeo-Christian legacy. An example of partial assimilation may be seen 
in the imagery developed round tiıe concept ‘days/batties of God\ Not 
unexpectedly, the injunction Tva^dhakkirhum bi~ayyâm allak in Q. 14: 5 
is addressed to Moses. But elsewhere the terms ayyâtn and ayyâm allâh 
are of general applicatîon, and the possibility of contamination by the 

* Cf. Koch, Grotioth^ 90-1. 


^ Zamakhsharî, Kashshâf iv, 452 ad loc. 
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autochthonic ayyâm al-arab has been noted. Other instances of more 
and less successful assirailation to the native linguistic tradition are provided 
by the Quranic imagery relating to angelology and resurrection. 

Anonymous and collective reference in Müslim scripture to angels 
{malakjmalâHka) is abundant, relieved very rarely by specific designation, 
e.g. Q. 2: 98, 102.^ In the exegetical literatüre the vague and general 
became explicit and specific {tdyin)^ and a series of dogmas elaborated 
with reference to the role and rank of angels in the hierarchy of creation.^ 
The function of angels as mediators between God and men, and by ex- 
tension emissaries and agents of revelation, is a significant component of 
Islamic prophetology (cf. e.g. Q. 17: 95, 22: 75, 35: ı, 41: 14).^ Terms 
other than malak were in the exegetical tradition subsumed under this 
rubric, as for example, zabâniyya in Q. 96: 18, interpreted by Zamakh- 
sharî as ‘angels of retribution’ {malaikat aWadhâb).^ Rather less arbitrary 
was application of that procedure to the epithet mugarrabün, In four 
passages (Q. 56: ıı, 88, 83: 21, 28), the notion of propinquity to God as 
reward for piety is clearly conveyed, expressed in 56; 7-11 as a tripartite 
distribution of benefit, of which mugarrabün represent the highest order, 
Twice (Q. 7; 114, 26; 42) the same image is employed in a secular setting, 
promise of reward being the utterance of Pharaoh. Thus the transfer of 
function achieved by derivatives of the root g-r-h attested in prophetical 
and Rabbinic literatüre is reflected in Quranic usage, though I should be 
reluctant to interpret the courtly environment of Q. 7: 114 and 26: 42 as 
exhibiting a genuine Süz im Leben for the Arabic metaphor.® As in the 
imagery associated with the messenger as both royal and divine agent, that 
relating to admission into the royal and into the divine presence may be 
thought a calque of the semantic evolution already complete in Biblical 
Hebrew, e.g. Esther ı: 14 as contrasted with Jeremiah 30; 21. 

In two further Quranic passages (3: 45 and 4: 172), both traditional 
sources of Müslim Christology, the content of mugarrabün is extended to 
incinde not only an elite among the saved, but also Jesus and certain of the 
angels. Express reference in Q. 4: 172 to mala ika mugarrabün became in 
the exegetical tradition the occasion of another and difîerent link with 
Biblical imagery. Zamakhsharî identified these ‘angels drawn near’ with 
the cherubim round the throne of God ‘like Gabriel, Michael, İsrafil, and 
others of their rank' 

(i dn? Arabic lexicography approximation 

‘ See Wensînck, Creed, 198-202 and references; also Vajda, El, s.v. Hârût wa-Mârût. 

* "VVensinck, loc. cit.; Geiger, Was hat Mokammed, 80-2; for ta*yîn, see below, IV 

PP- 135-6' ^ See below, II pp. 55, 61-3. 

* Kashshâf iv, 779 ad loc. 

^ Speyer, Erzâhlungen, 266, 299-300; von Rad, Theology ii, 218-9. 

* Kashshâf i, 596 adloc.;cf. Speyer, op. cit., 26—7 for Rabbinic parallels; and Goldziher, 
‘Polemik*, 371, for karûbiyyûn and İsrafil in Arabic versions of Genesis 3: 24. 
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of the roots ç-r-J and k-r-b was seen to conform to a series of semantic con- 
clusions drawn from the behaviour of morphemes of intensity {mubâlagha)^ 
by which karûbiyyûn must represent those of the muqarrabün ‘nearest the 
throne of God^ and, hence, the principal of the angels, among whom were 
Gabriel, Michael, and İsrafil.^ The linguistic laws by 'vvhich that accom- 
modation of a non-linguistic calque was justified are only partially 
attested: the measure fcCül and the afEx -iyy may be so interpreted, but 
not the relation kjq,^ Juxtaposition of three originally unrelated elements: 
the pious, the archangels, and the cherubim, is of course logically un- 
satisfactory, but for the assimilation of Biblical exegesis to the Arabic 
linguistic tradition, an instructive example indeed. 

The lexical range of Quranic resurrection imagery is rather wider. The 
primary concept is that of resurrection as a second creation, derived from 
the vocabulary appropriate to the acts of God in nature.^ Typical formu- 
lations are ö^ Jjî ^biU U-T J3İ (Q. 18: 48), ^ UsU. 

(^^^1 ojU (20: 55)» 1 * Uwî (^jJl 

(36: 79), and oJ^ ^ (jliJt Jjlu jlUİ Ji (10: 34 znd passim). Express 

reference to khalq jadıd (fresh creation) occurs consistently in a context of 
altercation about the promised resurrection, e.g. Q. 13: 5, 17: 49, 98, 
32: 10, 34: 7 (variation khalq âkhar in 23: 14), and in 50: 15 paired with 
khalq awwal (first creation). With derivatives of such verbs as ansha'a (in 
Q. 36: 79, above), amhara^ and akhraja (signifying erect, elicit, evoke), 
imagery designed to convey production of life out of death is varied and 
extended: nasKa ülâ (56: 62), nasKa ukhrâ (53: 47), nasKa âkhira{z<): 
20), 2>wAâ’(s6:35), (25; 3, 35: 9), khurüj{^o\ ıı, 42), ete. Of highest 

frequency, however, are construetions based on the antithesis hayy: mayyit, 
occurring with akhraja in Q. 6: 95 and 10: 31, but mostly with finite verb- 
forms of the same roots, e.g. Q. 2: 259, 22: 6, 30; 50, and explicitly linked 
with khalq in 2:164 and 46: 33.'^ The categorical statement in the song of 
Moses n*’nKl n’’öX (Deuteronomy 32: 39) appears verbatim in Q. 2: 259 

The hymnic context of the Biblical passages, refleeted in 
the liturgical application of D'’nün may be seen also in Quranic 

usage, -vvhere the epithet ‘bringer of life and death/death and life’ is often 
introduced by the invocatio^ e.g. allah^ huwa^ wa~hwma ^lladhiy ete. (Q. 
30:40, 10: 56,23: 80),^Related to that particular image is the concept, but 

* Zabîdî, Tâj aî~Arûs i, 454 s.v. karûbiyyûn, 

® Cf. Vollers, Volkssprache^ n; GVGiy 121-2. 

^ Cf. Lehmann-Pedersen, ‘Auferstehımg’, 54-61; Wensinck, ‘Propheten*, 182-4. 

* See the passages adduced in Müller, Reimprosüy 128-9; 0 *Shaughnessy, Death, 
32, 45“6, 50; cf. BSOAS xxxiii (1970) 613-5. 

^ Cf. also the third person constmetion in Q. 53: 44 vvith the song of Hannah, ı Samuel 
2: 6, adduced Speyer, Erzâkîungen, 445. 

Cf. Elbogen, Goûesdienst, 29, 32, 44; Geiger, Washat Mohammed, 70, 76-8, 202. 
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not the cognate, of ‘dry bones’ reclothed with flesh at the command of God 
rmT (Ezekiel 37: 1-14), e.g. Q. 23: 14 Likc. UsUci 

UpJ and 36; 78 ^\İL^\ Rhetorical emphasis 

upon the corporeal aspect of resurrection is exhibited also in the collocation 
‘dust and bones’ {turâb tva^tzâm, e.g. Q. 23: 82), an expression of inere- 
dulity rather than a divine reminder of mortality.^ Quranic expression of 
the latter is contained in Q. 22: 5 Cx* Müslim 

seripture the fact of resurrection is presupposed: it is the point of departure 
for polemic rather than the result of thematic development, and formula- 
tions of doubt are stereotype. 

Of somewhat different eharaeter are four other terms appropriate to the 
Quranic resurrection imagery: ba*thy hashr, raj\ and gtyâma. The basic 
notion of dispateh common to the first three of these is exhibited in 
scriptural usage, but is in each case dominated by association with the 
symbolism of the day of judgement, Such is achieved by juxtaposition of 
finite forms with the substantiveyflawı (day), e.g. ai)l (Q- 56; 6, 

18), (7» 14* ^5' 3^» ete.). (^9* ^S}> 

^(10: 28, ete.), aJ\ (24: 64, cf. 2: 281). The day 

is occasionally specified as yawm al-giyâma, as in Q. 23: 16, 17: 97, but 
the ambiguity inherent in ba'atha (as a synonym of arsala: send) may have 
effected what appears to be a gloss (hayyan: alive) in Q. 19: 15 and 33 

Similarly Q. 22: 7 J -Ult 6b where 

the locution ‘those in their graves* restricts the semantic range of yab^ath 
(sends, hence resurreets) in a manner appropriate to the exegetical gloss. 
The metaphorical value of the image is thus diminished, or eliminated, as 
in Zamakhshari's interpretation of the isolated instance of yatvm ah-khutüj 
(Q, 50: 42: day of emej^ence) as ‘they emerge from their graves’, which, 
though rendering al-kkurüj unequivocally as ‘day of resurrection’, 
destroys the more sophisticated metaphorical funetion of akhraja and its 
derivatives.2 The same ambiguity in hashara (gather) and raja^a (retum) 
is reduced by empİ03nnent of parallel construetions with ilayhi (to Him), 
e.g. ilayhi tul^harün (Q. 5: 96, 58:9, ete.) and ilayhi turja^ün (2; 28, 10: 56, 
ete.). Status constuetus with yawm and the verbal noun is explicit only for 
ba'th pj IJl^ (Q. 30: 56), but the contexts of Q. 50: 44 jjüJ pj 

f uf 

L1.T.& and 86t 8 9 

(Jc^ perform a similar service for hashr and raj\ respectively. 

Of the four terms gtyâma is unique, and for two reasons: the verbal 
noun itself occurs only in statiis construetas with yawmy and, with two 

* 0 *Shaughnessy, Death^ 46-9; cf. Speyer, op. cit. 72-3 ad Genesis 3:19. 

* Kashshâf iv, 393 ad loc. 
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exceptions, fînite forms of the root q-w~m do not explicitly describe the 
fact of resurrection. The locution yawm taqüm aUsâ'a (Q. 30: 12, 14, 55, 
40: 46, 45; 27) reflects al-sSa qdHma of 18; 36 and 41; 50, in which the 
agent is the (final) Hour. Similarly, combinations of the imperfect with 
hisâb (reckoning) in Q. 14:41, ashhâd (witnesses) in 40: 51, rüh (spirit) and 

malâHka (angels) in 73: 38, Only in Q. 39:68 ^ınd 83:6 

pj istheactof rising/standing predicated of men. 

On the other hand, ratios of frequency and distribution for yawm al-qiyâma 
are high (seventy times in sûr as ranging from the second to the seventy-fifth), 
and corresponding collocation with derivatives of ba^th and hashr has been 
noted. Against the possibility of generation from the finite constructions 
yazvma yaqûmultaqümu may be set the likelihood of yaıom al-qiyâma as an 
incompletely assimilated borrowing. A calque of Syriac qeyamtay indicat- 
ing presumably a loan-translation of Greek anastasis, would produce a 
significant polarity within the Quranic resurrection imagery.^ The majör 
implication need not, however, be a dual source for the theological concept, 
namely D‘’n? 3 n n’^nn and âvdcrraaıçy^ but rather, or also, further evidence 
of the polemical environment in which the scripture of İslam came into 
being. 


2. ITS COMPOSITION 

Procedures of transmission and preservation demand that the word of God 
conform to recognizable patterns of human utterance. From the foregoing 
analysis of rhetorical schemata and of variant tradition, exegetical gloss, 
and conceptual assimilation, it may be supposed that the Quranic revelation 
is no exception to the general rule. But the mimetic process is a complex 
one. Isolation of such monotheist imagery as is characteristic of themes 
like divine retribution and sign, covenant and exile, indicates the per- 
petuation in Müslim scripture of established literary types. And yet, the 
merely allusive style of that document would appear to preclude positing 
the relationship of figural interpretation (typology) admitted to exist 
between the Old and New Testaments. The pattern of fulfilment {figtaratn 
implere) cannot, or at least hardly, be elicited from a comparison of Müslim 
with Hebrew scripture. That this is not merely a negative inference from the 
absence of an explicit connection of the şort established between the Chıis- 
tian and Hebrew scriptures ought to be clear from examination of the 
Quranic forms themselves, which reflect, but do not develop, most of the 
themes traditionally associated with literatüre of prophetical expression. 
If the daim to place the Qur’ân within that clearly defined literary tradition 
is conceded, it would none the less be inaccurate to describe that document 
as exhibiting essentially a calque of earlier fixed forms. The relationship 

‘ Ahrens, *Christlıches im Qoran*, 32. * Cf. Black, Aramaic Approachj 281. 

4889C75 C 
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İS rather more complicated, due at kast in part to the origins of Müslim 
scripture in polemic. Illustration of that is provided by analysis of the con- 
fused and conflicting theories about the manner of its composition. 

Müslim views on the mechanics of revelation consist for the most part 
of exegetical speculation on the content of Q. 42: 51. That verse may be 
set out as follows. 


It is not granted to any man 
that God address him except: 

(A) directly 

(B) or from behind a screen 

(C) or by sending a messenger 
who utters with His permission 
that which He wishes 


VI JOll ÖÎ 

L-J (A) 
ftljj (B) 

V^j J*vijî (C) 


He is indeed exalted and wise. 




A primary difficulty in this passage is its implication for a fundamental 
dilemma of Islamic theology: revelation as the unmediated speech of God, 
or revelation as the prophetical (angelic) report of God’s speech. My trans- 
lation of element (A) diverges from the consensus doctorum of Müslim 
tradition, according to which wahy is synonymous with ilham (inspiration), 
the verbal noun of Quranic alhama{<^ı: 8, SLhapax kgamenon),^ It seems 
clear, however, from element (C), in which the pronominal components of 
fa-yühiya and bi-idhnihi can hardly share a single referent, that the use here 
of awM is ‘to reveal/present oneself* and, in conjunction yvith kallama, ‘to 
utter directly (without mediation)*. That interpretation has the additional 
advantage of offering the required degree of contrast between the three (!) 
alternative kinds of Âeophany. Zamakhsharî, drawing upon the imagery of 
delegated authority (tvakîly rasül)^ permitted element (C) to be so inter- 
preted, but alluded in the same passage to what had become a traditional 
link between elements (A) and (C), namely, that the concept wahy pre- 
supposed dispatch {irsal) of a messenger.^ Now, that Quranic aw^ may 
in some contexts be a synonym of arsala is clear from the very next verse 
(Q. 42:52) U^î dül (cf. 17:86,41:12). Application of 

the equivalence to elements (A) and (C) of Q. 42: 51, producing ultimately 
an interpretation of nearly the same currency as toahy : ilhâmy may, I suspect, 
be traced to the elliptical style of earlier exegetes. Muhammad Kalbı, for 
example, glossed ‘We reveal to you* with ‘We send Gabriel to you with it^ 
in the sense of ‘to inform you of it*.^ Muqâtil b. Sulaymin improved upon 


^ e.g. Zamakhsharî, Kaskshâf iv, 233 ad loc. Ibn Qutayba, on the other hand, was 
doubtful, Ta*züîl, 78, 83. See beIow, II pp. 58-9. 

* Kashshdf, loc. cit.; the equation wahyı irsal may be compared with Zamakhsharî^s 
observations on the messenger formuİa as derived from royal protocol, see above, p, 12. 

3 Tafsir, MS Ayasofya 118, 135' ad Q. 12: 102. 
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that method by adding to his own gloss ‘God revealed to him’ the phrase 
‘Gabriel came to him and informed him of it’.^ But that wahy may signify 
communication, without recourse to an emissary, is confirmed not only by 
Q. 42: 51 butalso by the useofûîoAâinö: 19,112, 12: 3,18: 27, etc.^ 

The significance of the tripaıtite description of the word of God in Q. 42; 
51 lies in its allusion to the uniqueness of the Mosaic revelation, explicitly 
adduced three times by Zamakhsharî in his commentary to this verse. 
According to that exposition divine communication to all prophets other 
than Moses was conveyed by an emissary (mode C); Moses and the angels 
alone was/are addressed by God, but indirectly (mode B); the Jewish daim 
that Moses had been directly and personally spoken to by God (mode A) 
was denied. This report, adduced without authentication, is found also in 
Muqâtil, and is symptomatic of the polemical atmosphere in which Müslim 
views were formulated.^ 

The exact nature of that polemic emerges from examination of the 
imagery employed for mode (B), Quranic hijâb (screen) may be of literal 
application (Q, 33: 53) or metaphoricaI(i9:17, 38; 32, 83; 15); its function 
in 7:46 is eschatological, and in 17: 45 and 41:5 it is areflex of Biblical 
masvehlkalymma.^ In Q. 42: 51, however, the symbolism is Rabbinic, being 
the locution ''“liriNö descriptive of the distinction between Israelite 
and foreign prophets in their reception of the word of God.s And within 
the circle of Hebrew prophets the Biblical distinction accorded Moses 
(Exodus 33: II, Numbers 12: 8, Deuteronomy 34: 10) and elaborated 
in the Rabbinic tradition,^ is also and not unexpectedly found in Müslim 

exegesis, e.g. ad Q. 2:253, 4^ 164 (L^’ ajjl j^j), 7:143-4, 28:30, 

where it reflects a transition from mode (B) to mode (A).^ Biblical attestation 
of the unique relationship between God and Moses found a second expres- 
sion in the criterion of angelic mediator, essential to all but the Mosaic 
revelation and, as mode (C) of Q. 42: 51, of considerable significance in the 
development of Müslim prophetology.® The unmediated theophany of the 
Pentateuch and earlier prophets was recast in prophetical literatüre proper, 
to which the Qur*ân may be reckoned, by recourse to the messenger formulae 
and the divine imperative.^ Quranic zoahy in its final form mvbs an inciusive 
concept, expanded by Suyütî to cover not only the express utterance of 

* Tafsity MS. H. Hüsnü 17, lya'' adQ, 18: 86. 

* For toahy in the profane tradition, cf. Goldziher, Studien ii, 7 n. ı. 

^ Kashshâf iv, 233-4; Tafsir, MS H. Hüsnü 17, 277^^ ad loc; cf. Geiger, Was hat 
Mohammed, 78-80, and Speyer, Erzdhlungen, ^99-301. 

^ See beîow, II pp. 72-3. 

5 Speyer, op. cit. 420; Horovit2, Untersuchungen, 52-3; Jeffery, *Scripture*, 200 n. 34. 

^ Cf. Saadya, Kitâb aUAmânât, 118-25, 132-5; Maimonides, Dalâîat ii, chs. 33-4; 
Altmann, ‘Tbeory*, 19-21; Speyer, op. cit. 419. 

^ Zamakhsharî, Kashshâf İ, 297 ad Q, 2: 253; Bâqillânî, Ifâz, 15; Suyütî, Itqân i, 129; 
Sharîf Murtadâ, Amdlt ii, 312 öd Q. 4: 164; GdQ i, 23. 

® See below, II pp. 58-61. ® Cf. Koch, Gr&mthy 187; and above, pp. 12-15. 
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God but also that which men among tbemselves perceived to be His 
intention (i.e. inspiration).^ As set out in Q. 42: 51, and shom of profane 
and rhetorical amplification, the notion drew almost certainly upon Rab- 
binic formulations of the Mosaic tradition, even to the ext;ent of adopting 
in modified form arguments designed originally to demonstrate the pre- 
creation of the Torah.^ 

Müslim discussion of the mode of Quranic revelation is characterized 
by a predominant concern to distinguish it from the manner in which the 
Torah was revealed. Expressed in the polarity yı/m/a (integr 3 İ):munajjam 
(serial), the distinction derived moment from a widely accepted inter- 

pretation of Q. 25: 32 ûJ^Ij öT/JI VjJ Jlîj 

jj oUujj aj The necessary link between the locution 

jumlatan toâhidaian (ali of one piece) and the Mosaic revelation was pro- 
vided by interpreting alladhina kafarü (those who reject/disbelieve) as 
reference to the Jews. Inâ prophetical luıdıth traced to 'Abdallâhb. 'Abbâs 
such was the primary interpretation, »m^/îrîAM«(polytheists) being adduced 
as an altemative. For Zamakhshaıi the roles were reversed. The spokesmen 
are Quraysh or, it is said {wa-qila)y the Jews. The contrast may be under- 
stood as polemical rather than historical, and exhibits a majör theme of 
Müslim exegetical literatüre.^ Priority of the Jews över Quraysh in that 

particular context was early attested, e.g. in Kalbî's gloss to Q. 17: 2 UJ'îj 

İJUtj L^Î/i^lxSOl Ouranic proof-texts for this 

interpretation, containing reference to the Mosaic tablets (a/züâA, e.g. Q. 7: 
144-5, ^54» were easily found and frequently adduced, as in 

Suyûtî.*^ Preoccupation with the precise difference between the two revela- 
tions generated a number of near-synonyms for the adverbial munajjaman 
(also nujüman): in the second half of Q. 25; 32 the term tarttlan, properly 
an elocutionary designation {tafiîj al~asnân) was often interpreted as a 

reference to serial revelation; from Q. 17: 106 J ^ öUîJs UT^j 

oUJîj t±Sİ 4 Jp the expressions tnufarraçan (separately) and tanzilan 
(by descent) could be seen to embody the same concept.® Similarly, nujüman, 
somewhat arbitrarily related to Quranic (56: 75), became the 

point of departure for speculation on the likely extent/capacity of an in- 

* Itqân i, 128, on the doubtful authority of Znhrî. 

* See Ibn Wahb, Bıarhân, 139-41; GdQ i, 21 n. 2,46; Horovitz, op. cit. 67-8; and below, 
II pp. 83-4. 

* Suyûtî, ltqân i, 122; Zamakhsharî, Kashshâf iii, 278 ad loc; and see below, IV 
pp. 122-6. 

* Kalbi, Tafsir, MS Hamidiye 40,174''; Itqân i, 122-3; cf* Geiger, Was hat Mohammed, 

151- 

s Zamakhsharî, Kashshâf iii, 278-9 od Q. 25: 32; cf. ibid iv, 637 for tartîlan in Q. 73: 
4; Suyûtî, Itqân i, 117-18. 
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stalment {najm)y generally agreed to contain about five verses. The notion 
of a time-lag may also be elicited from Q. 20: 114 üîyJb Vj 

dUl üî iıı whîch the terms qurân (publication) and wahy 

(communication) are balanced by implicit reference to a period required for 
hearing, understanding, and learning the content of each revelation.^ 

The antithtsisjumlaımunajjam was further difFerentiated. Lest the con- 
cept of piecemeal revelation be seen to throvm doubt upon the origins of 

Müslim scripture, two verses jl^l a-i J^jÎ t5JÜI oU^j (Q. 2: 185) 
and j Jüll alj J öU^jÎ Ij| (97; ı) were adduced and interpreted to demon- 

strate that the Quranic revelation had consisted of two separate processes: 
transfer in its entirety to the nearest heaven and thence serially to the 

prophet during a period of approximately twenty years Jjj aJl 

ci p-* jjJoJI aiJ The 

chronological expressions in the two verses, Ramadan and Laylat al- 
qadr, did not remain exclusive to the Müslim revelation: the scriptures 
of Abraham, of Moses, of David, and of Jesus had also been revealed at 
ascertainable dates in Ramadan.^ But it is the Mosaic revelation which 
furnished almost alone a point d^appui in the polemical discourse, ex- 
hibiting the Rabbinic (and Patristic) view of the origins of the Penta- 
teuch.4 On the other hand, references to Christian scripture in the Qur’ân 
provoked inevitably a similar description, as in Suyûtî, where the inter- 
pretation of Q. 3: 3 stressed that both Torah and Gospel {injît) had been 
revealed ali of a piece, or in the observation of Ibn Ishâq on the material 
contained in the revelation to Jesus ^ 

(i <UIİ ofiU. U-i Despite polemical 

reiteration some confusion persisted, ultimately to be clarified or evaded 
by resort to rationalizing argument drawn from outside scripture. The 
munajjam concept was after ali not exclusively Quranic: in his commentary 
to the Psalter Saadya explamed repetition as the consequence of separate 
occasions of revelation to David, much as could be found in the Torah, 
itself a product of serial revelation nam nVsö nblö n^in.^ 

The dual character of the Quranic revelation was seen to be an honour 

* Suyütî, Itgdn i, 124-5; Zamakhsharî, Kashskdfnij 90 ad Q. 20: 114. 

2 Suyûtî, ltqân i, ıı6; cf. GdQ i, 8o; the accusatîve pronoun in Q. 97: ı is in Suyûtfs 
discussion understood to refer to the Qur'an, though Gabriel was occasionalîy made the 
referent, see beIow, II pp. 61-2. 

3 Suyûtî, Itqân i, 120; a variant tradition in the anonymous Kitâh al-Mabânt, 235. 

* Cf. Eissfeldt, Einleitung, 695-8, citing inter alia Talm. Babl. Baba Batra 14b; and 
see Goitein, ‘Ramadan’, 90-110. 

s Itqân iii, 343; apud Ibn Hishâm, Sîra i, 232. 

® Lauterbach, Saqdja, 23 n. 9; Speyer, Erzahlungeriy 423 n. 2, citing Talm. Babl. 
Gittim 60a. 
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{tashrıf) bestowed by God upon its recipient: by virtue of the integral 
transfer of the word to the nearest heaven, Muhammad was made the 
equal (tasîviya) of Moses, above whom he was subsequently elevated 

{tafdil) as a result of the serial transfer t 

reasons for the second process were of three kinds: (a) Muhammad, being 
illiterate, required time to learn;(b) the Qurân, containing abrogating 
and abrogated parts, revised formulations, and direct answers to specific 
questions, must of necessity have been serially revealed; (c) conversion of 
the Arabian heathen had perforce to proceed by gentle and humane 
stages.* The extent to which those views reflect doctrinal disputes of a 
most significant kind for the hıstorical image of the Müslim community 
will be made clear in the following chapters. 


From the axiomatic position achieved by the principle of serial revelation 
it followed that that process should be described: temporally and spatially 
fbced. The demand was met, indeed exceeded, by a supply of data formu- 
lated to provide a meticulous chronology of the Quranic revelation. 
Technically designated akhbârjashâb al-nuzül (reports about/causes of 
revelation), this material found its most succinct expression in halakhic 
exegesis, bearing eIoquent witness to the many, often contradictory, uses 
to which a single instance of revelation .might be put.^ The arbitrary 
character of these data is best observed in the pseudo-historical literatüre 
which accompanied, possibly preceded, the efforts of the halakhists to 
distribute meaningfully the Quranic revelation över a period of twenty/ 
twenty-five years following the cali of the Arabian prophet. The traditional 
principle informing that literatüre, namely, that a chronology of revelation 
is possible, has to my knowledge never been questioned .3 
A typical illustration is found in the accounts of an interview of Ja'far 
b. Abı Tâlib with a/the ruler of Ethiopia {najâshi). The episode is one in a 
narrative series treating of the Müslim emigration/exile to that country 
{al-hijra aUüla) and of the dispatch by Quraysh of a mission to secure 
return of the emigrants to Mecca. In the presence of those envoys Ja'far 
was summoned to explain the circumstances of himself and his com- 
panions. His response may be set out as follows. 

1. We were a people, a folk in ignorance. 

2. Worshipping idols. 

3. And eating carrion. 

4. Frequenting prostİtutes. 

* Suyû^î, Itqân i, 82, 119, 121, 124. 

* GdQ i, 58-65; cf. below, IV pp. 126-7. 


^ See below, IV pp. 177-8. 
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5. And severing ties of kinship. 

6. Violating the rules of security. 

7. The powerful among us oppressing the weak. 

Thus we were until: 

1. God sent to us a messenger chosen from our midst, whose background, 
honesty, faithfulness, and continence we knew. 

2. Who called us to God, to associate no one with Him, to worship Him, to rid 
ourseİves of the stones and images which we and our fathers had been 
worshipping. He commanded us to worship God alone and to associate 
nothing with Him. 

3. (And he commanded us) to abstain from that which is forbidden and from 
blood. 

4. And he forbade us prostitutes. 

5. (And he commanded us) to observe the ties of kinship. 

6. And to abide by the rules of security. 

7. (And he forbade us) to devour the property of orphans. 

8 . And he commanded us to speak honestly and to act in good faith; and (to 
abstain from) false speech and the slander of honourable women. 

9. And he commanded us to fulfil the duties of prayer, almsgiving, and fasting. 

Recounted on the authority of an eye-witness {sciL Umm Salama) to the 
event, this version was adduced in the earliest biography of the Arabian 
prophet.* 

The substance of JaTar’s recital, designated by the tradent ‘the principles 
of İslam’ {umîir al-islâm), is not unlike prescriptions of essentials for the 
new faith published from time to time by the Christian apostles (e.g. Acts 
15: 30 , z8^). Formally, a degree of dramatic tension is achieved by the 
syntactical balance developed round the phrase ‘Thus we were until’. The 
counterpoint consists almost entirely of locutions attested at least önce, in 
some cases frequently, in the canonical text of the Quranic revelation; 

1. aJlaU Jjtî [IS" may be thought to reflect 0 > 4 ^* Uy 

(Q. II: 29, 46; 23, cf. 7: 138, 27: 55), or even one of the four occurrences 
of yöMfyyö (interpreted as a collective: Q. 3: 154, 5: 50, 33: 33, 48: 26). 

ll, UJl AJIIİ is of common occurrence, e.g. J yb 

ıl (Q- 62: 2, cf, 3: 164, 9: 128). Of the four qualities attri- 

buted to the prophet: nasab, ştdq, amâna^ and *afâf^ only the last is not 
attested in scripture, though the remaining three nowhere appear as a 
collective designation of prophetical credentials (cf. 4: 58). 

2. 1 1 Juxi is found in Q. 14: 35 and 26: 71, invariably related to the 

* Ibn Hishâm, Slra i, 336; to underline the contrapuntal style of the oration I have 
rearranged j\ıst slightly the components of the second series, ’vvhich inciudes two items 
not listed in the first. Variant and parallel traditions are found elsewhere, see Caetani, 
Annaîi i, 266-7. 
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story of Abraham (cf, 6: 74 and the imagery of 19: 42-9). The somewhat 
awkward statement U û-tjoj -Ull bUji 

Olîj'yij öjl^l ^ ^ Ujlîj is such that it could provoke a reply 

like Q. 11: 62, but neither khala a (rid) nor hijâra (stones) is so used in the 
Our’ân. Atvthân^îmsigcSy idols) is attested (Q. 29: 17, 25), but not a finite 
form of îvahhada. More easily placed is the paraphrase aJUl ol b *jJj 
aj ijV oJUj, reflecting Q. 7: 70 and 3: 64. 

3. The phrase jc^ I j belongs to the series of prohibitions articulated 


in Q. 2: 173, 5: 3, 6; 145, 16: 115, but for the complement in the contra- 
puntal scheme neither kaff (abstention) nor mahârim (prohibitions) is 
Quranic, and the plural dimff is not used of sacrificial blood. 


4. jtjj is frequently attested in the singular (e.g. Q. 4: 15, 19, 


25) and the prohibition occurs (with hartama) in the plural in Q. 7: 33. 

5. |*U.j Vt appears as an admonition in Q. 47: 22, but the locution 
^is not scriptural (cf, however Q. 4: ı). 

6. The teı-m is itself not found in scripture, but the exhortation 

here reflects the contents of Q. 4: 36, and finite forms of the verb are 
employed metaphorically (!) in 23: 88, 

7. iL (5^1 JS'Ijj İs not scriptural, but its complement JL JTÎ 
appears verbatim (plural) in Q. 4: 10, and varied slightly in 6; 152 


and 17: 34. 

8, This and the following injunctions are not adduced in JaTar’s 
description of the Meccans prior to the appearance of the prophet, and 
thus intrude upon the contrapuntal scheme of items (ı) to (7). Their 

phraseology is, however, Quranic: ı^j^l (jXp may be related to oLJ 
Q. 19: 50; j_53JI JjJ occurs in 22: 30 (with azuthâtiy cf, 58: 2); 

reflects oljLya^tJ ^3 rama; qadhafa 

is not so used in scripture). 


9. appearalmostinvariabiytogether(e.g, 0.2:43, 19:31, 

55), and separately (e.g. 2: 183) or with related injunctions (e.g. 2: 

196 with hajjy şadaqay and mısuk), but the combination of fasting with 
prayer and almsgiving is not attested in scripture. 

Now, the exact relationship between this very concise catechism and the 
canonical text of the Quranic revelation is not immediately clear, Accep- 
tance of the historicity of JaTar^s interview with the Najâshî must lead one 
to suppose either that the injunctions here expressed had been the subject 
of revelations before the emigration to Ethiopia, or that they represent 
prophetical logia later confirmed by or incorporated into the text of serip- 
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türe. On tlıe other hand, the structure of the report suggests a careful 
rhetorical formulation of Quranic material generally supposed to have been 
revealed after the date of that event. Three further points in the interview 
deserve notice,^ Asked by the ruler to recite something from the revelation 
sent to their prophet, Ja'far produced the beginning of Sürat Maryam 

IjJu*:?), at which the Najâshî, greatly moved, declared: This is> 
indeed, from the same source as that which Jesus uttered (ölSCiL^ yt 

Interrogated next day on his attitude towards Jesus, Ja'far replied: 
He is the servant of God, His messenger, and His spirit, His ^vord which 
He bestowed upon the unblemished virgin Mary *UJİ 

tjl IaIjJÎ a;ui 5 *j a>.jjj). Explicit mention of the nine- 

teenth sûra, possible allusion to the imagery of Q. 24: 35, and almost 
certain reference to 4: 171-2 (but cf. also 19: 17, 30) might be thought to 
strengthen the inference that the author of this report was familiar with a 
fairly extensive range of Quranic diction. The positivist Caetani, failingto 
recognize the literary form and reacting to what he regarded as anachron- 
ism, dismissed the account in the Stra in favour of the terse version in 
Tabarî of the arrival of a delegation from Quraysh, in which appears no 
reference to a conversation between Ja'far and the Najâshî.^ Caetani's re- 
jection reflects his approval of a chronology of revelation in which Sürat 
Maryam, or at least its beginning, was Meccan, but in which much of the 
content of JaTar’s confession of faith inciuded material agreed to have 
been revealed in Medina. The quite arbitrary character of that chronology 
is clear from even a cursory examination of Müslim scholarship. In his 
commentary to the Sıra, Suhaylî regarded the account of JaTar and the 
Najâshî as unexceptionable .3 Qummî stated explicitly Sürat Maryam, not 
merely its beginning, and adduced the Müslim catechism in a form almost 
identical to that of an Apostolic promulgation.'^ Ibnal-Athîr inciuded an 
account varying only slightly from that of the Sira,^ And Suyütî cited the 
episode approvingly.^ It can, of course, be argued that reports {dkhbâr) 
about and occasions/causes {asbâb) of revelation are not quite the same 
thing, and thus, that halakhic exegesis may disregard as fictive, or at least 
irrelevant, the data found in haggadic literatüre of the kind exhibited in 
the Sira. But in practice such was seldom the case, and the foregoing analysis 
may be thought to have suggested the interdependence of source materials 
traditionally adduced as evidence of independent corroboration. 

‘ Sıra i, 336-7. 

^ Anncdi i, 277-8, mentioning only Q. 4: 171-2; Tabarî, Armales I/1189; similarly 
GdQ i, 130; cf. Buhl, ‘Beitrâge’, 13-22. 

3 Al-Ratvd al-unuf i, 213. 

* Tafsır i, 176-9 Q. 5: 82. 

^ Aî-Kâmîl ii, 60-3. 


^ Itqân i, 50. 
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I have proposed that one raight interpret Ja'far’s recital as a report of 
prophetical logm exhibiting a stage of transmission prior to their incorpora- 
tion into the Quranic canon. An essential feature of that report, and one 
characteristic of the Sîra as a type of exegetical literatüre, is the narratio. 
This device, common in Biblical literatüre, provides a context of historical 
circumstance or, at least, vaguely historical allusion, into which or by 
means of which reports of a prophet’s deeds (DTOö) or words (□*' 131 ) may 
be introduced. For Hebrew scripture the priority in time of such reports 
över the actual reproduction in literary form of prophetical utterances 
has been established.* To postulate a similar, if not identical, process for 
Müslim scripture seems to me not unjustified, though in this particular 
instance complicated by the redaction history of the Sıra itself.^ The fairly 
consistent application of a contrapuntal scheme in JaTar’s confession 
reveals, indeed, a preoccupation with rhetorical niceties, but certainly does 
not preclude the possibility of oral transmission or delivery. Use of 
counterpoint might even be interpreted as a mnemonic device calculated 
to assist such. As set out in this episode the promulgation of basic Müslim 
doctrine has the inestimable advantage of clarity and cohesion över its dis- 
jointed and dispersed occurrence in the canonical text of scripture. That 
difference may, at least superficially, indicate a composition posterior to the 
several revelations contained there. From the same and similar evidence, 
however, a rather more complex relationship between the canonical 
traditions is discernible. In the narrative structure of the latter, revelations 
of exclusively regulative content are presented in a manner which con- 
forms to that characteristic of the Quranic theodicy as a whole, of which 
the retribution pericopes (e.g. Shu'ayb) are examples. 

In the story of JaTar and the Najâshî three distinct but related themes 
may be seen: exile from the homeland, enumeration of the basic ingredients 
of monotheism, and extemal recognition of the prophet’s credentials. In 
that way three purely literary functions—typological, exegetical, and 
aetiological-—combine to produce a narrative history. The same process 
can be observed in treatment of passages whose content is not regulative 
but paraenetic: for example, in the relation of Sûra 105 to the Affair of the 
Elephant .3 Whatever the sense, or variant readings, generated by the 
phrase aşhâh al-fİl, the literary tradition represents the elaboration of 
three themes: holy vsrar (Abraha’s campaign), the inviolate sanctuary and 
its protectors (Mecca and Quraysh), and the action of God in history (birds 
as bearers of plague). By means of these, the elliptical Quranic passage 
was incorporated into salvation history as an episode both lively and easily 
understood. Here too, as in the story of Ja'far, relationship to the canon 
is not merely causal, and an attempt to adduce it as illustrative of the 

* See von Rad, Theohgy ii, 34-9. 

* See below, IV pp. 127, 140-3. 


3 Ibn Hishâm, Sîra i, 43-61. 
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chronology of revelation was rejected by Suyûtî.^ Both episodes are charac- 
terized by action which is symbolic and which takes precedence över the 
direct speech of the corresponding canonical passages. The contrast 
between parallel formulations, canonical and non-canonical, may be 
likened to that which obtains between the narrative framework {Fremd- 
bericht) and the dialogue {Ich-Bericht) observed in the retribution peri- 
copes. 

In ali of this material, whether or not ultimately incorporated into the 
Canon, the organizing principle was the same: movement in history as an 
act of God. From the foregoing analyses it may be agreed that the patterns 
upon which description of that movement drew were ancient and well 
established. Their literary formulation might seem to make superfluous 
the question of historicity. And it is not merely the chronology of revela¬ 
tion, as a recognized component of the Quramc masorah, which is proble- 
matic. Traditional discussions of the modes of revelation would appear to 
have derived considerable impetus from polemic about the precise distinc- 
tion between the Müslim and Hebrew scriptures. Indeed, the history of 
the Canon itself provokes the question at least of methodological, if not 
substantial, assimilation of earlier descriptive techniques. Assimilation of 
the şort encountered here need not, of course, be defined in terms of a 
rigorous distinction between Urerlebnis and Bildungserlebnis, A literary 
analysis can, after ali, only reveal what seems to be the essential role of 
historiography, namely, the unceasing reinterpretation of tradition. It 
need hardly be added that both method and material are almost infinitely 
transferable. 

• • • » • 

In the exegetical literatüre formation of the Quranic canon is ascribed 
to one of two processes: either official recognition of a corpus left intact by 
the Arabian prophet {Urtext\ or imposition of a uniform recension pro- 
duced by an officially constituted body with concomitant suppression of 
earlier and variant versions ('Uthmanic codex), The two processes may 
appear as separate, if not quite mutually exclusive, traditions, or together 
as two stagesin a single tradition, the consequence of more or less successful 
harmonization. Critical analysis of the tradition(s) is set out in the second 
part of the fundamental work of Nöldeke-Schwally, in which may be read 
the authors’ conciuding judgement on the diametrical opposition between 
formation of the Quranic canon and that of the Jewish and Christian 
scriptures: ‘Die Entstehung des muhammedanischen Kanons ist völlig 
abweichend, man könnte sagen entgegengesetzt verlaufen. Er ist nicht das 
Werk mehrerer Schriftsteller, sondern eines einzigen Mannes und deshalb 
in der kurzen Spanne eines Menschenalters zustande gekommen’.^ Now, 

> Itqdn i, 90; cf.' Horovitz, Untersuchtmgen, lo-ıı, 96-8; Blach^re, Histoire üi, 788 
n. 3. ® GdQ ü, 120. 
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İt seems to me at least arguable that the evidence of the Qur’ân itself, quite 
apart from that of the exegetical tradition, lends littie support to that 
assertion. It may, indeed, appear from my description of that document 
that the Müslim scripture is not only composite, but also, and such can 
be inferred from a typological analysis of Quranic exegesis, that the period 
required for its achievement was rather more than a single generation.^ 

Traditional material relating to the canon must be assessed not merely 
in respect of its intrinsic merit, but equally by reference to a series of data 
extrinsic to the process itself of canonization but relevant none the less to 
canonicity. It would seem not unreasonable to assume that the latter pre- 
supposed acceptance by the Müslim community of the Quranic revelation 
as normative for its religious life. And yet, Schacht’s studies of the early 
development of legal doctrine within the community demonstrate that, 
with very few exceptions, Müslim jurisprudence was not derived from the 
contents of the üur’an.^ It may be added that those few exceptions are 
themselves hardly evidence for existence of the canon, and further observed 
that even where doctrine was alleged to draw upon scripture, such is not 
necessarily proof of the earlier existence of the scriptural source.^ Deriva- 
tion of law from scripture (halakhic exegesis) was a phenomenon of the 
third/ninth century, and while the obvious inference is admittedly an 
argumentum e silentio^ the chronology of the source material demands that 
it be mentioned. A similar kind of negative evidence is absence of any 
reference to the Qur’ân in the Fiqh Akbar /, dated by Wensinck to about 
the middle of the second/eighth century.*^ Moreover, stabilization of the 
text of scripture (masoretic exegesis) was an activity whose literary ex- 
pression is also not attested before the third/ninth century, and the 
appearance of the classical maşâhif literatüre {variae lectiones) was even 
later.s It is of course neither possible, nor necessary, to maintain that the 
material of the canon did not, in some form, exist prior to that period of 
intensive literary activity, but establishment of a Standard text such as is 
implied by the 'Uthmanic recension traditions can hardly have been earlier. 

One has further to consider the actual significance of the textual variants 
exhibited in these traditions. From the material assembled by Bergstrâsser 
and Pretzl, and in more detail by Jeffery, it could well be asked to what 
extent any of the variants, or variant codices (?), may be said to represent 
traditions genuinely independent of the 'Uthmanic recension.* The 
infinitesimal differences are not such as would seem to have necessitated 
suppression of the non-*Uthmanic versions, the more so since a minimal 
Standard deviation from the canon was accommodated by the several inter- 

* See beîow, IV pp. i45-8« 

* Cf. Strack, Introduction, lo. 

* See Jeffery, Materials, ı-ı6. 

® GdQ İÜ, 57-115; Materials, 19 - 355 * 


* Origins, passim but esp. 224-7. 

♦ Creed, 102-24. 
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pretations of the ahruf doctrine.* The choice between interpreting those 
codices as conscious (i.e. exegetical) variations upon the 'Uthmanic 
recension, or as having in common with that recension an earlier Vorlage, 
is not an easy one. What might be considered a special category of variant 
codex, the ‘metropolitan codices’ (maşâhif al-a?nşâr), do not display the 
differences either among themselves or from the *Uthmanic recension which 
are alleged to have provoked the editorial measures attributed to the third 
caliph.^ The tradition itself of separate coUections of amâr-variants, far 
from being attributable to so early an authority as the Damascene mugri' 
Ibn 'Amir (d. 118/736), appears not to be more ancient than Farrâ’ (d, 207/ 
822) or possibly than his teacher Kisa’i (d. 189/804). Fixed terminology, 
like reference to the 'Uthmanic recension as imâm, or to muşhaf as codex, 
in contrast to the plural maşâhif not as codices but as variants, can also not 
be dated earlier than the beginning of the third/ninth century.^ The ran- 
dom predominance of Medinese readings in both Sîbawayh and Farrâ’, 
where one might have expected reflections of practice in Basra and Kufa, 
carmot but provoke the impression that concern with the text of scripture 
did not precede by much the appearance of the masoretic literatüre as it 
has in fact been preserved. Failure to situate regionally actual manuscripts 
of the Qur’ân by collating them with coUections of ‘metropolitan’ variants 
might be thought to confinn that impression/ 

Now, confronted by the 'Uthmanic recension traditions one is compelled 
to assume either that suppression of substantial deviations was so instantly 
and universally successful that no trace of serious opposition remained, 
or that the story was a fiction designed to serve another purpose. The first 
possibility is, however, belied by the chronological sequence of literatüre 
on the Qur’ân, of which none may be described as presupposing a Standard 
or ne varietur text as early as the middle of the first/seventh century, and 
further, by absence of explicit reference to a canon in contexts where such 
ought to appear. The second possibility, on the other hand, gives rise to 
some interesting but naturally inconciusive speculation on the means to 
which a newly independent religious community might have recourse in 
the effort to describe its origins. I have alluded to the likelihood of a 
Rabbinic model for the account of an authoritative text produced in com- 
mittee, namely the Jamnia tradition on the canonization of Hebrew scrip- 
ture .5 Similarly, the Müslim tradition of an Uttext^ whether conceived of 
as independent or as a stage preliminary to 'Uthmân’s editorial work, 
might be thought to reflect Rabbinic views on the Mosaic reception of 
the Torah. That conjecture derives some support from the relationship 

* İÜ, 186-90, 213-28. 

* Cf. the lists in Ibn Abî Dâwüd, apud Jeffery, MaterialSy 39-49; and GdQ iü, 6-19. 

^ GdQ üi, 9 n. 4; Jeffery, op. cit. 13; Beck, ‘Kodizesvarianten*, 353-76. 

^ GdQ üi, 270: 'dass fast aile Kodizes einen Mischtext aufweisen\ 

5 See above, p. 21. 
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between Moses and Muhammad as recipients of the word of God, integral 
to Müslim discussion of the modes of revelation. The primary source of 
strength for the Urtext tradition may be found in the concept of ‘the final 

review’ representing the culmination of a series of en- 

counters between the prophet and the angel Gabriel for periodic organiza- 
tion of the material so far revealed ‘in order that abrogated matter might 
be distinguished from that which remained effective’ U 
^ Uj) or‘abrogated distinguished from itsreplacement’(Jjb Lj U).^ 

The significant element in these descriptions is reference to the doctrine 
of abrogation (naskh) and hence the implications of the Urtext theory 
for halakhic exegesis.^ Later formulations of that doctrine required that 
the process of abrogation be incomplete upon the death of the prophet 
and concomitantly that definitive organization of the text of revelation be 
postponed until after that date. The ^Uthmanic recension story-may be 
regarded as the means by which that end was attained .3 

Thus could the two canon traditions be seen as complementary rather 
than contradictory, though the actual instrument of harmonization was the 
celebrated codex of liafşa, which provided a tidy sequence of events cover- 
ing the period from the death of the prophet to the action of the caliph 
'Uthmân.*^ It is, however, not absolutely necessary to select only one of two 
interpretations: the 'Uthmanic recension story as a reflex of the Rabbinic 
academy at Jamnia, or as a logical construction of the halakhists. The 
technical term employed to describe 'Uthmân*s editorial work, sdL jam\ 
was used with a semantic latitude capable of accommodating a number of 
related but quite distinct actions. Suyütî’s synthesis inciudes ali of them: in 
natv* ı8 he assumed throughout the equivalenceya»î': tartib (arrangement), 
but distinguished arrangement/collection between two covers (i.e. in codex 
form), internal arrangement of ^öros, and arrangement of/restriction to 
readings confirmed by the authority of the prophet, and insisted as well 
upon the difference between order of revelation {tartîb al-nazüJ) and order 
of recitation {tartîb al-tilâwd)^ In naw^ 20, traditions were adduced in 
which janC could be interpreted as preservation/memorization {hıfz), as 
recording by writing {Jdtâba), or as hearing and obeying {alsam* toal- 0 a 
lahti)fi Such a spectrum of meaning, besides reflecting a series of doctrinal 
positions in that long discussion, attests surely to uncertainty about the 
process by which revelation became canon. 

I have in the preceding pages attempted to show that the structure itself 

' Suyûtî, Itqân i, 142, and Kitâh cd-Mabânî, a6, respectİvely. 

* See below, IV pp. 192-201. 

3 Cf. Burton, ‘Cranes’, 246-65, esp. 260; id. ‘Coİlection*, 42-60. 

■* GdQ ii, 20-3, 91, 114-15. 

5 Itqân i, 164-83; cf. also Kitab aUMâbâm, ch. III, 39-77. 

^ Itqân i, 199-206. 
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of Müslim scripture lends littie support to the theory of a deliberate 
edition. Particularly in the exempla of saivation history, characterized by 
variant traditions, but also in passages of exclusively paraenetic or eschato- 
logical content, ellipsis and repetition are such as to suggest not the care- 
fully executed project of one or of many men, but rather the product of an 
organic development from originally independent traditions during a long 
period of transmission. That such traditions might have been of local/ 
regional character is not impossible, but in view of the inconciusive nature 
of tlıe so-called ‘metropolitan codices^ regional distribution of the variant 
traditions could hardly be justified. An altemative and less refractory hypo- 
thesis is one already advanced: juxtaposition of independent pericopes to 
some extent unified by means of a limited number of rhetorical conventions. 
Such might be held to account both for the repetitive character of the 
document and for what is undeniably its stylistic homogeneity, the latter 
quality in part a consequence of the former.^ The content of these pericopes 
may be described as prophetical /ogra whose formulation exhibits a number 
of recognizable literary types based on what I have designated schemata 
of revelation. In canonical form these logia are expressed, not quite con- 
sistently, as the direct utterance of God, but outside the canon take the 
form of reports about such utterances. An example of the latter was seen 
in the story of JaTar b. Abî Tâlib and the Najâshî. 

Whether one is justified in equating non-canonical with pre-canonical 
is a historical problem complicated rather than clarified by the evolution 
of exegetical literatüre. Of the earliest form of that literatüre, described 
below as narrative/haggadic, we have no specimens which do not exhibit 
traces of redaction characteristic of the third/ninth century. Thus the forms 
in which prophetical logia were likely to have been transmitted display a 
version of scripture which is unmistakably canonical. Primacy of the 
narratio is none the less evident, and stylistic as well as explicative ele- 
ments indicate oral transmission.^ Again, Ja'far’s recital is instructive, for 
there material of an ethical and regulative nature was presented in a form 
both hortatory and entertaining, but above ali, owing to the contrapuntal 
scheme employed, in a manner both easy to understand and to remember. 
The use of synunetry as a mnemonic technique in oral transmission is of 
course widely attested.^ Repeated application of conventional formulae 
of introduction and conciusion, refrains, litanies, and the structural balance 
observable in related pericopes perform an identical service. It might, on 
the other hand, be more accurate to speak not of oral transmission but of 
oral delivery. Resort to mnemonic device and symmetrical structure does 
not preclude the existence of vmtten Vorlagen, indeed, in many instances 

^ See be]ow, III pp. 117-18. 

* See below, IV pp. 129-31, i45“8. 

2 Cf. Gerhardsson, Memory, 147, but see the entire section 136-56. 
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presupposes such. Coexistence of textual transmission and oral tradition 
may be substantiated not only by the technique of dictation, but also by 
reference to the exigencies of typîcally cultic situations (liturgical and didac- 
tic), in which the more appropriate oral deliveıy exhibits a refinement of 
simple and straightfonvard recitationfrommemorized texts. That the many 
techniques associated with refined and sophisticated oral delivery could 
ultimately be incorporated into an improved text may be cited as evidence 
of rhetorical development, but not of change from exclusively oral to 
exclusively written transmission.^ 

Related to procedures of transmission and delivery are the techniques 
of oral and written composition. Though from the point of view of his- 
torical reconstruction it is unquestionably useful, perhaps imperative, to 
keep separate the discussion of each, mention at least of the problems 
relating to composition is not unjustified. Both the very high fre- 
quency and the uniform distribution in the Qur’ân of formulae and of 
‘formulaic systems’ could indicate not only a long period of oral trans¬ 
mission but also of oral composition.^ Analysis of formulaic language in 
Müslim scripture would incinde statistics for the thematic permutations 
which I have described as variant traditions, as well as for the schemata 
adduced to illustrate the theodicy. Equally important are the rhyme- 
phrases employed in Quranic periodization, which exhibit, in addition to 
the stressed syllable of the rhyme itself, fairly uniform length and thus a 
nearly constant metrical value.^ Those phrases are most conspicuous in 
passages of halakhic and narrative content, where they serve as both con- 
junctive and disjunctive markers.-^ Now, ali of that material—^theme, 
schemata, and rhyme-phrase—may be described as components of formu¬ 
laic Systems, but not necessarily as proof of oral composition. The imagery 
and lexicon of Müslim scripture are almost exclusively archetypal and 
suggest, if they do not presuppose, some contact with literary precursors. 
The dichotomy postulated between ‘borrowing’ and ‘traditional language^ 
is possibly misleading and certainly an oversimplification: like most 
linguistic expression the stnıcture of monotheist revelation contains very 
littie that is not ‘traditional language’.^ For the Quranic revelation ascrip- 
tion to Biblical archetypes has been, perhaps unnecessarily, complicated 
by the existence of a native Arabic tradition of monotheistic [hanift) poetry.^ 
The authenticity of that poetry has been disputed; its importance to the 
Müslim exegetical tradition cannot be. But the sources of archetypal 

^ Gerhardsson, loc. cit.; cf. Widengren, ‘Oral tradition*, esp. 201-32. 

* Cf. Culley, Formulaic language, 10-20, 21-7; Muilenburg, ‘ Hebrew rhetoric*, 97-111. 

3 The criteria for detection and assessment of formulaic language were after ali derived 
from oral poetry, see references in Cıüley, loc. cit.; and Monroe, ‘Oral composition*, 
1 - 53 - 

+ See beIow, III pp. 112, 115-6, 

5 Cf. Culley, op. cit. 112-19. 


* See below, III pp. 96-7. 



REVELATION AND CANON 


49 


imagery in the Qur*ân are not thereby concealed, nor is the sheer quantity 
of reference to Patriarchal narrative in any way diminished (Moses: 502 
verses in 36 sûr as, Abraham: 245 verses in 25 söras, Noah: 131 verses 
in 28 süras)J Elaboration of the corpus of prophetical logia from which 
the Quranic canon was eventually separated may have been essentially 
a product of oral composition. Emergence of the canon itself, however, 
represented application of considerable literary technique. Not the least 
of the problems provoked by its final form is the erratic distribution 
of obviously related pericopes.^ 

Analysis of its parts does not thus necessarily explain existence of the 
whole. Lack of such over-all logical structure in the Qur’ân as is found in 
the Jewish and Christian canons, is reflected in traditions which attempt 
to postulate a correspondence (vaguely defined and somewhat contrived) 

between parts of the Müslim canon and the eariier scriptures, e.g. JU 

c-JaPİ 4A1İ 

6İS^--^ The descriptive terms are mereiy quantita“ 

tive and the correspondence quite arbitrary, but that it should have been 
adduced at ali is woıthy of remark, 

The fact of canonicity may be seen as a kind of watershed in the trans- 
mission history of the Quranic revelation,^ Development beyond that point, 
which I should hesitate to set before the end of the second/eighth century, is 
to be elicited from a study of exegesis and commentary, Description of the 
course of events up to that date is, I have more than önce suggested, 
frustrated by the form in "vvlıich pertinent wİtness has been preserved. Any 
attempt at reconstruction is thus hazardous, being limited to tenuous con- 
clusions from literary analogies. If the pericope hypothesis is acknowIedged 
to make some sense of the Quranic data themselves, it requires none the 
less to be supplemented by a notion of the environment in which pro¬ 
phetical logia might have been preserved and transmitted. Now, what could 
be seen as obviously analogous circumstances, namely those obtaining for 
preservation and transmission of both Rabbinic and Apostolic formulations 
of the word of God, presuppose for both an authoritative centre of such 
activity, which was Jerusalem.^ Despite implicit emphasis upon the role of 
Medina in the 'Uthmanic recension traditions, evidence for a single centre 
of activity is not easily foımd in the pre-canonical transmission history of the 

* Moubarac, Abrahanij 27-9. 

* Cf. GdQ ii, 63-8: with regard to 64 n. ı it may be observed that Geiger^s proposal 
that the Mishnah tractates were arranged in descending order of their length was ulti- 
mately rejected by Strack, who suggested that their sequence corresponded to that of 
legal problems in the Pentateuch, see Introductioriy 27-8. 

3 Kitâb al-Mabânîy 235; variants and discussion in Suyûtî, Itqân i, 163, 177--81. 

^ Cf. Koch, Gromthy 106-8; and Vermes, ScripturCf esp, 127-77. 

® Cf. Gerhardsson, Memory, 214-20. 
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Qur*ân, nor, for that matter, in the early development of Islamic juris- 
prudence.^ If the origins of exegetical literatüre may in fact be located in 
Mesopotamia, that is the paradoxical corollary of a social and political 
development, the literary description of which was designed precisely to 
demonstrate that the story of İslam was conterminous with the history of 
the Arabian peninsula, and especially of the Hijaz in the fîrst/seventh 
century. As such the descriptive material need not be discounted, but can 
by no means be accepted as constituting disinterested historiography. Thus 
the fact of the Mesopotamian environment emerges, perhaps not quite 
accidentally, and must be adduced as criterion for assessing any evidence 
which purports to describe the circumstances of İslam prior to the third/ 
ninth century.^ 

Enough has been said of the canonization traditions to indicate their 
contradictory, and probably polemical, character. Proposed as alternative 
was the conceptof an organic development exhibiting gradual juxtaposition 
of originally separate collections of logia. The failure to eliminate repetition 
in the Canon might be attributed to the status which these logia had already 
achieved in the several (!) communities within which they originated and 
by whose members they were transmitted. Here ‘community’ need not be 
understood as a regional specification, though such is not impossible* 
I should be inclined to postulate the growth of logia collections in environ- 
ments essentially sectarian but within the mainstream of oriental mono- 
theism. Such an environment could be inferred from the evidence of 
parallels proposed by Rabin betvveen Islamic terminology and tliat of the 
Qumran sect.^ But some of that material reflects polygenesis rather than 
diffusion through historical contact, e.g. the light imagery and the per- 
sonification of evil.'^ And resemblance can be deceptive: rather than in the 
cognate fassara I am tempted to see a methodological reflex of Qumranic 
pesher in the Müslim term tawîl^ and thus an ‘inverted’ semantic relation- 
ship between pesher and tafstTy similar to that found by Rabin to obtain 
between Qumranic and Rabbinic terminology.^ The primary difficulty, 
however, in this and ali such expositions aimed at demonstrating historical 
diffusion lies in their uncritical assent to the traditional chronology of 
Islamic origins, resulting inevitably in socio-p^chological analyses of data 
whose literary, rather than historical, character is patent.^ Some scholars, 
among them Ben-Zvi and Katsch, have been excessively generous in their 
assessment of the documentary value of Islamic source materials for the 
existence and cultural significance (!) of Jewish communities in the Hijaz, 

* See Schacht, Origins, 8, 213. 

* On geographical factors in the assessment of legal source materials, cf. Schacht, 

Origins, 188-9, 223, 228. * Qumran, 112-30. 

^ Qumran, 114-15 and 122, resp. 

5 Qumran, 96-7, 108—ıı, 117; cf. below, IV p. 246. 

^ e.g. Rabin, Qumran, 120-7; cf. my observations in BSOAS xxxiii (1970) 613—14. 




REVELATION AND CANON 51 

about which Jewish sources are themselves silent.* References in Rabbinic 
literatüre to Arabia are of remarkably littie worth for purposes of historical 
reconstruction, and especially for the Hijaz in the sixth and seventh cen- 
turies.2 The incompatibility of Islamic and Jewish sources was only 
partially neutralized, but the tyranny of the ‘Hijazi origins of İslam' fully 
demonstrated, by insistence upon a majör Jewish immigration into Central 
Arabia .3 Some of the material assembled by Rabin, such as apocaIyptic 
concepts and embellishments to prophetology, represent of course diffusion 
through contact, but do not require anexodus from Judaea into the Arabian 
desert.'^ 

Development and perpetuation of a logia tradition by the sectarian 
group/community, wherever it (they) may have been situated, can be 
ascribed to the exigencies of cult or of instruction, but probably not to the 
requirements of legislative or judicial authority. The latter must be 
regarded as the agent itself of canonization and posterior to the liturgical 
and didactic functions of the tradition. The entire process of canonization 
will thus be seen as a protracted one of community formation {Germinde- 
bildung),^ The essentially cultic/didactic role of the logia tradition is 
explicit even in the term qur*ân {lectio, legenda), which may be said to form 
within the lexicon of the canonization traditions a kind of binary opposition 
with the term mîw^/(codex).^ In that context the reproach levelled at the 

caliph'UthmSnisinstructive: öl^l jlS^JThecaliph's 

reply that that the Qur'ân (sic) was in fact one and had been sent from One, 
exhibiting a post-canonical stage of the discussion, cannot delete the im- 
pression that qur*ân originally designated any one of several logia collec- 
tions. Such is of course confirmed by the maşâhif literatüre. Canonicity 
önce achieved, çur^ân and mushaf became synonymous as designations of 
revelation. That function had, however, to be shared with a third term: 
sunna {exemplutn\ in which was symbolized the definitive enthronement of 
revelation as canon for the Islamic community. The act found succinct 
expression in Suyütî, in his observation on a typology of revelation {kalâm 

allâh) articulated by Juwaynî: Jj '^1 JliJI ^*.**iJI ciî 

’ Ben Zvi, ‘Les Origines*, esp. 178-90; Katsch, Judaism, xxv. 

* Cf. Krauss, ‘Nachrichten*, 321-53; Cohen, ‘Arabisms*, 221-33; Steinschneider, 
Polemische Literatür^ Anhang VII, esp. 244-73; Hirschberg, Lehren^ 14-26, but see 
below, III pp. 96-7. 

3 See especially Torrey, Foundation^ 1-27; but also Obermann, ^Islamic Origins’, 
58-120. 

Oumran^ 118-21, 128; cf. Wieder, Scroüsy 4: on the messianic symbolism of ‘wilder- 
ness*. 

5 Cf. Koch, Grotvtky 44; Seeligmann, *Midraschexegese’, 150-81. 

* Horovitz, Untersuckungen, 74. 

’ Taban, Annales 1/2952; <d, GdQ ii, 50, 90. 
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öfrl^l |*Jj «l-^î 

İÜJÜb.* Thedistinction between pennitted modes of trBnsmissıoTi{Utteratim 
and paraphrastic) was merely formal recognition of a principle which 
remained almost purely theoretical. In practice Sunna, as revelation, 
was transmitted witlı infinite çare, and was the primary instrument by 
which the Quranic revelation was linked with the historical figüre of an 
Arabian prophet. Inherent in the reports pertaining to that process are two 
factors worthy of remark: the immediacy and practicability of ius con- 
suetudinis as articulated in the Sunna; and consistent emphasis upon the 
role of Medina as its source and paradigm.^ 

Formulation of the Sunna as embodiment of prophetical practice/ 
judgement cannot be dated before the beginning of the third/ninth century, 
and thus may be seen as coincident with recognition of the Qur’ân as the 
canonical collection of prophetical logia. Juxtaposition of the two revela- 
tions as equally authoritative need not, in my opinion, be understood to 
imply that Qur’ân yielded a position already secure to the encroachments 
of Sumıa .3 It can indeed be argued that the opposite was so: that canoniza- 
tion of the Quranic revelation could only have been efFected within the 
community önce its content could be related to that of the prophetical 
Sunna and, perhaps more important, to the historical figüre delineated 
there. Acknowledgement of a prophet as source of regulative prescription 
for the religious life of the community may be thought to reflect traditional 
notions of charismatic authority. That such should entail discussion of 
the emblems, and in particular the credentials, of prophethood cannot be 
surprising. In Müslim literatüre a not inconsiderable portion of that 
discussion was concerned to establish the role of scripture as testimony to 
prophethood, and it is that function of the Ouranic revelation which forms 
the subject of the following chapter. 

* Itqân i, laS; and Goldziher, ‘Kâmpfe’, 86-98. 

* Goldziher, Studien ii, ı ı-zz. 

* Pace Goldziher, StudienTİt 20; see below, IV pp* 174-5, 176-7. 
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A MARKED feature of Islamic prophetology is its ethnic orientation, 
nowhere more clearly expressed than in the Quranic concept of umam 
khâlıya^ But the scriptural imagery did not quite imply ethnic exclusive- 

ness, and even an apparently unambiguous passage like Q. 14:4^ UL^ î Uj 

oUj VI could be adduced in support either of the ethnocentric 

nature of the prophet^s mission (by stressing the basically Arabic content 
of revelation) or as divine proof of its universality (by stressing the inciusion 
of non-Arabic idiom).^ Commentary on Q. 14: 4 consists largely of specula- 
tion about the language(s) of scripture and of God, a topic complicated by 
controversy över the origins of classical Arabic. ^ Apart from the dia- 
metrically opposed possibilities of that particular verse, it may be asserted 
that Quranic imagery underlining the ethnocentric position of prophets 

is both uniform and consistent, e.g. J 2 uî ^ (Q. 10: 47), ^ U 

(13: 8), yjs :)U VI ü öb (35:24). û- (^^- 7 s)- 

These aphoristic formulations, slightly modified, are reflected in the 
retribution pericopes, especially in the conventions employed to introduce 
the themes of commission and of rejection. For example, in Q. 16: 113 

yİ 

0JİJS3 ^ pjbcU (cf. 23: 44, 30: 47, 38: 4, 50: 2, 71: ı) is 

emphasized the prophet’s membership of the community to which he has 
been sent, as also in the designation akh (brother) employed in conjunction 
with ahi (people) and ashâb (members/companions) in the commission 
formulac."^ Both components, membership and rejection, belong of course 
to the traditional imagery of prophetical experience, e.g. Deuteronomy 18: 
18, Matthew 5: 12, Luke 6: 23. Application of the same or similar descrip- 
tions not only to B. İsrafil but to the entire range of tmam khâüya exhibits 
the attenuated electiontradition found in Rabbinic and Christian literatüre, 
according to which every nation was recipient of a prophet, e.g. Numbers 
Rabba 20: 0*71 m niDiK*? Tos?mD *7xnr»V ö'»ırn:ı n'*öDm dto.s 

That umrnot ha~*olam, moreover, is reflected in Ouranic ummtyyûn (gentiles) 

* See above, I pp. 2-5. * Cf. Suyûtî, Itgân ü, 106-7. 

3 See below, p. 81, and III pp. 93-106. 

* See above, I pp, 24-5. 

* Speyer, Erzâhlungen, 417-18; cf Andrae, Person, adducing other parallels; 

Horovitz, Untersttchungen, 46; Wensinck, ‘Propheten% 185. 
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can hardly be doubted, and not only in Q. 3: 30, 75 and 62: 2, but also 
in 2: 78.* Reference to ummiyyün among Jews, as in Q. 2: 78, may of 
course be a reflex of 'am ha-areşy but probably in the sense of excIusion or 
separation, as in Ezra 10: ıı and sectarian (Pharisaic, Ounıranic, Karaite) 
applications, invariably abusive.^ Whether, on the other hand, the locution 

^^1 (Q. 7: 157-8) belongs properly to this instance of 

linguistic and conceptual assimilation is a separate problem; its common 
interpretation suggests a parallel to if not a calque of 'am ha~areş,^ 

From the notion of a prophet for every nation the universal character 
of each prophet’s mission may be elicited, as was argued for Q. 14: 4, 
or by reference to the epitheta omantia lil-âlâmın (21: 107, 25: ı) and 
'a/â âlâmın (3: 33, 6: 86). An intemal relationship goveming the dis- 
patch and destiny of ali prophets may be seen in the concept/a/ra (Q. 5; 
19), understood there to ensure that no nation be without a prophet. 
A unique instance of transition from ethnocentric to universal mission is 
explicit in scriptural references to the figüre of Abraham, e.g. 0.3:67 U 

ol 

LL:^ <U) UjÜ 2L#Î. The imagery is traditional, exhibited in the evolution 

from God-seeker to patriarch to the Pauline concept ‘father of ali the faith- 
fuP (e.g. Romans 4: 9-12).*^ For the epithet umma in Q. 16: 120 Zamakh- 
sharî provided the gloss mâ'mümlmâm {exemplum: cf. 2:124), a conciusion 
of methodological if not material interest: the obvious Vorlage in Genesis 
12: 2 * 71*75 ** 15*7 was not thereby concealed.® 

Rigorous and consistent distinction between the designations nabt and 
rasül is not justified by Quranic usage, though something is to be said for 
linking the term rasül (apostle, messenger) with the concept of mission to 
a specific nation (umma)fi Like nadhhy mundhity bashİTy mubaskskir, and 
even 'aJd, the denomination rasül is basically functional; the only generic 
term for prophet is the Hebrew loan nabt. But while, or perhaps because, 
Ouranic nabt is used only of Biblical figures, the generic employed in 
exegetical literatüre was mursal, a Ouranic term (e.g. Q. 7: 75) understood 

* Pace Horovitz, op. cit. 53. 

* Cf. Rabin, Çumran, 12-18, 61-4; his reference 135 n. 3 to Q. 3: 78 must(?) be to that 
use of *am ha-areş; see Wieder, Scrolls, 153-6, and the references İn Paret, Der Koran, 
21-2 ad loc.; from the context of Q. 2: 78-9 inference of an aîlusion to sectarian strife 
within the Jewish community seems justified: for the vituperative epithets in that kind 
of polemic cf. Wieder, op. cit. 139-60. 

3 See below, p. 63. 

^ Gerhardsson, Memory, 287-8; Beck, ‘Abraham’, 89-94; Moubarac, Ahraham, 
99—118, but also 140-8: stressing, curiously, Abraham’s role as recipient of revelatİon; 
cf. also Chapira, ‘L6gendes’, 86-107, 37-43. 

^ Kashshâf ü, 641—2 ad loc.; cf. Geiger, Was hat Mohammed, 26-8, 201; Torrey, 
Foundation, 38; Katsch, yı/datçm, 75-6. 

* Cf. Wensinck, *Propheten*, 171—5; and the modifications proposed thereto by Horo¬ 
vitz, Untersuchungen, 48-9. 
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to inciude both nabî and rasül, as in Suyûtî’s enumeration of those men- 
tioned in Müslim scripture.^ Election to prophethood, a divine and uni- 
lateral act, is regularly expressed by one of three verbs: ikktâra (Q. 20; 13 
Moses)^ ijtabâ { 6 : 87 Ishmael and Hebrew prophets), and iştafâ (2: 130 
Abraham), each employed collectively as well as individualiy. The generally 
factitive verb ja^ala^ with an appropriate objective complement, may per- 
form the same function (e.g. Q. 19: 31, 26: 21), and an isolated instance of 
iştanda (20; 41 Moses) may be so interpreted. That the passive participle 
mukhiaş is inciuded in the election imagery, as proposed by Lidzbarski, 
can be inferred from Q. 19: 51 (Moses), possibly from 12: 24 (Joseph), but 
not in the sense of prophetical election for the several occurrences of the 
plural (e.g. 37: 40), in which the image is that of the community of worship- 
pers.^ The single occurrence of the participle muştafayn{Q, 38: 47 plural) 
is, however, a reference to prophetical election. The very large and merely 
symbolic numbers related of prophets in the Müslim tradition appear to 
reflect discussion of the respective merits of angels and prophets, a relation- 
ship derived from the semantic proximity of malak to rasül (cf. Malachi 3: ı 
nbtt? '*nn) and crystallized in the messenger formulae.^ In Q, 40: 78, 
a passage commonly adduced in argument for an infinite number of divine 
messengers, the plural rıısul is employed, and glossed nabî in the exegetical 
tradition .4 

Of the later doctrinal development which granted the Arabian prophet 
superiority [sayyid aUmursalin) över God^s other emissaries, there is no 
unequivocal trace in Müslim scripture.^ Indeed, such statements as Q. 2: 
285 aLj ^ j^l ^ V (similarlya: 136,3:83) cleariymake the opposite 
point, namely, that among prophets there was no distinction in rank. That 
view is also emphasized in Q. 41: 43 ^ JJ U V t dU L 

and 46: 9 ^ UJu cdf" L Ji in both of which the addressee was 

traditionally seen to be Muhammad. In flat contradiction to such passages 
is Q. 17: 55 imagery in 17; 21) and 

by implication 4: 125 ^^1 ^1 <Uil J^U (identicalphraseology differ- 

ently applied in 17:73, 25: 28), of which the latter may be compared with 
'’anR of Isaiah 41: 8.^ Moreover, Q. 4: 171-2 and 19: 19 may he 

thoughtto accord a special distinction to Jesus, while a number of verses 


* Itqân iv, 58-67; cf. Speyer, Erisâklungen, 416 n. ı. 

* ‘Salim und Islâm’, 95-6. 

3 See above, I pp. 12-13; cf. Horovitz, op. cit. 46; Wensinck, op. cit. 184, and id. 
Creed, 200-2, 204. 

^ e.g. Zamakhsharî, Kashshâf iv, 180 ad loc. 

5 See Andrae, Person, 245-89, esp. 247-50 for Svılamî’s systematic elaboration of that 
argument. 

^ Cf. Geiger, Was hat Mohammed, 119-20; Speyer, Erzâhlungen, 173. 
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based on the imagery of Q. 2; 253 (those prophets to whom Godspoke) 
allude to Adam (2: 31, 37), Abraham (2: 124), but especially Moses 
(4: 164, 7; 143, 26: 10, 27: 8-12, 28: 30-5), reflecting thus the data of the 
exegetical tradition.^ Such as it is, the scriptural material may be enlisted 
to support the particular position of Moses in the prophetical hierarchy, 
but hardly that of Muhammad. The paradigm was not only Biblical, but 
Rabbinic.2 

The certainty that already in the Hexateuch the figüre of Moses was the 
product of literary elaboration is of some relevance to a description of the 
analogous process for Muhammad.^ There, however, the literary develop- 
ment is confined to the non-canonical revelation: the prophetical Sunna 
together with a Muhammadan evangelium formulated as a history of the 
Hijazi Arabs.'^ Like its Mosaic Vorbild the portrait of Muhammad emerged 
gradually and in response to the needs of a religious community.s But 
unlike the Hexateuch, from which could be inferred at least the outlines 
of a historical portrait of Moses, the role of the Qur’ân in the delineation 
of anArabian prophet was peripheral: evidence of a divine communi- 
cation but not a report of its circumstances. The historical value of 
Müslim scripture lies, it seems to me, not in its role as source for the 
biography of Muhammad, but rather as source for the concepts eventually 
applied to composition of the Müslim theology of prophethood. The latter 
are both directly accessible in the text of scripture and susceptible of sche- 
matic realization, while the very notion of biographical data in the Qur’ân 
depends upon exegetical principles derived from material extemal to the 
Canon. The satisfaction with a century of Quranic studies expressed by 
Paret is thus in my opinion hardly justified.^ His recognition of the 
arbitrary value of variae lectiones and of the real contrast between ortho- 
graphic and interpretative variants, as well as of the problems posed by 
parallel passages, could have provoked some doubt about the reliability 
of the 'Uthmanic recension traditions, rather than questions about 
Muhammad’s articulation of dogma.’ Further, his distinction between an 
‘âusserer Geschichtsablauf' and an ‘innere Einstellung’, and his admission 
that only for the latter can the Qur’In be of some documentary value, is 
merely a reflex of the now well-established method of psychological 
description.^ 

That the prophetical Sunna itself contains ample evidence of community 
practice {tus consuetudinis:sunna muttahcCd) as well as practice ascribed 

^ See above, I pp. 35-8; and cf. Torrey, Foundation, 75-82 vs, Wellhausen, 

2 Cf. Speyer, op. cit. 419-20; Jeffery, ‘Scripture*, 108-9, 126-7; Katsch, Judaism, 
172-3. 

3 Von Rad, Theology i, 289-96. See beîow, pp. 65-73. 

® Cf. Andrae, Person, 186. 

* ‘Der Koran als Geschichtsquelle*, 24-42. 

® Paret, op. cit. 33 ff; see above, I pp. 43-4, 51-2. 


’ Paret, op. cit. 28, 31-2. 
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specifically to the prophet {sunnat al~nabt) is clear from the well-known 
document conveying the caliph "Umar*s instructions to the qâdî Abû Mûsa 
* 1 -Ash'arî, in sofne recensions of which sunna was transmitted (or glossed) 
sunnat aUnahI} I consider at least questionable Margoliouth’s assumption 
that the two sources of law were (a) texts of the Qur’ân, and {b) practice.^ 
From the document itself it is impossible to insist upon a neat distinction 
between community and prophetical practice, or between ‘texts of the 
Qur*ân’ and what I have in the foregoing pages designated prophetical 
logia. Çur^ân was anyway glossed or transmitted in some recensions kitâb 
allâh, which may not have been the same thing.^ The purpose of the 
caliph’s letter was of course justification of resort to analogy, and the 
authenticity of the document may well be doubted.^ The contrast between 
sunna as practice of the community and sunna as practice of the prophet, 
analogous to the Talmudic distinction between minhag and halakhahy^ 
could be and was neutralized by recourse to a simple and transparent 
expedient; elevation of ali statutes, vvhatever their origin, to the status of 
revelation vouchsafed to a single identifiable recipient. A Müslim formula- 

tion of that dogma reads ahLjj c^j\ VÎ Jüj 

iuJI Recognition of the (prophetical) Sunna as Mishnah may 

be regarded as yet another element in what could be described as the 
‘Mosaic syndrome* of Müslim prophetology. Within the community the 

didactic principle of imitatio magistri (tİJcSVt was realized as 

magister dixit (cf. ns?»*? nsVn), in the form of symbolic acts (SJud 
Q^»)andsayings{y^ Dn2-î).7 

Co-ordination of the Quranic revelation with that process of Gemeinde- 
bildung was the achievement of haggadic exegesis, in which the essen- 
tially anonymous references of the text of revelation were carefully related 
to the originally independent figüre of the Arabian prophet. The haggadic 
literary devices were many and varied.® The extent to which the haggadists 
were concemed primarily to elucidate a fîxed scriptural text has perhaps 
been exaggerated.^ To describe at least part of Ibn Ishâq’s activity, for 
example, as exegetical (tafsîr) is convenient but, if the technical term is 
construed in its traditional sense {explication de texte)y possibly misleading. 

^ Margoliouth, ‘Omar’s instructions’, esp. 309-10. 

^ Margoliouth, op. cit. 313. ^ See beIow, pp. 74—6. 

Cf, the author’s appropriate observations, 326; and see beîow, IV pp. 158-9. 

5 See below, IV pp. 199-200. 

^ Suyûtî, Itgân iv, 174; cf. above, I pp. sı-2\ Goldziher, Studien ii, 20; Andrae, 
Person, 179-80; Schacht, Origtns, 149: the tradition was known to Ibn Qutayba but not 
to Shâfi*i. 

’ Cf. Strack, Introduction, 9, 17; Gerhardsson, Memory, 82, 120-1. 

® See below, IV pp. 122-48. 

® Cf. Becker, *Gnındsâtzliches’, 520-7; Watt, ‘Materials*, 23-34; ^7 observations 

in BSOAS xxxi (1968) 148-9. 
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In this context Sellheim’s structural analysis of the Sıra deserves notice.* 
The author’s discernment of a three-tiered composition (pp. 48-9) derives 
from a separation of three kinds of material: the Hijazi environment 
{Grundschichtı pp. 73-8), prophetical legend {erste Schicht: pp. 53-^3), 
and justification of the 'Abbâsid dawla {zweite Schicht: pp. 49-53). The 
taxonomy depends upon material distinctions rather than formal (stylistic) 
ones, and appears to be at least partly informed by relation to the agreed 
data of Ibn Ishâq’s own career. As such it is a valuable contribution 
towards solving the familiar problems about motives and materials in the 
earliest stages of Islamic historiography.^ Now, the Müslim concept of 
Heihgeschichte depended, not unexpectedly, upon the didactic value of 
ex€mpla^ and those constitute in tum a majör portion of scripture.^ 
Whether such reflect Muhammad’s idea(s) of history is irrelevant. That 
they represent the organizing principle of Ibn Ishâq’s composition is 
relevant: the figüre of an Arabian prophet, warts and ali, might be thought 
to provoke the question not so much of historicity as of faithfulness to the 
traditional (Judaeo-Christian) concept of prophethood. From the point of 
view of form-eriticisin Sellheim’s Grundschicht may be a misnomer, if by 
‘basic’ he would propose a contrast betvveen a nucleus of historical ‘truth’ 
and, on the one hand, the embroidery of prophetical legend {erste Schkht) 
and, on the other, the transparent motives of political patronage {zwdte 
Schicht). Ali three of the structural levels exhibit a single impulse, namely, 
a concern to locate the origins of İslam in the Hijaz. The emergence of 
an Arabian prophetical tradition, of which the earliest agent appears to 
have been the Sıra of Ibn Ishâq, may well have contributed to its author’s 
dispute about methodology with Mâlik b. Anas and his subsequent depar- 
ture from Medina. Indeed, an important problem in the analysis of the 
SirUj and one only alluded to by Sellheim, is Ibn Ishâq^s treatment of 
material preserved also as the canonical text of revelation.^ 


From the Quranic data themselves emerge several characteristics em- 
ployed by the exegetes to establish a relation between the utterance of God 
and its appointed recipient. These concern modes of revelation and came 
to figüre significantly in the literary elaboration of a biography appropriate 
to the prophet of Islam.s As was noted, exegetical discussions of Q. 42: 51 
stressed the equivalence wahy:ilhâm, from which it was inferred that one 
mode of revelation consisted in divine ‘inspiration*. That justification for 

* ‘Die Muhammad-Biographie^ 33-91. 

* Cf. Rosenthal, ‘Influence^ 35-45. 

3 E.g. the employment of Hbra by Tabarî, Annales I/78, cited by Rosenthal, op. cit. 
38-9; cf. Abbott, SALP i, 6-9. 

Sellheim, op. cit. 47, 91; see below, IV pp. 127-9. 

5 See above, I pp. 34-8. 
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this inference had to be based on extra-canonical usage is clear from the 
single (problematic) occurrence in scripture of alkarna UI 
(Q. 91: 8), itself the subject of dispute between two interpretations; in- 
fbrmed/communicated by God, or created/implanted in the soul by God. 
In the lexicon of scriptural exegesis, as contrasted with that of philosophy, 
it was the former interpretation which prevailed, attested as early as Kalbi, 


adQ. 12: 15 «3U^Î ,JI aJI though only 

as one alternative to the rendering of awhâ as irsal (dispatch).^ In later usage 
î/feâmisunambiguousiyinspiration, e.g. in Su5rüti cUL^tJI <UJ| 

What appears very likely to have been the source of the semantic 
juxtaposition of zoahy and ilhâm is reflected in a passage from the seventh/ 
thirteenth-century theologian Ibn Qudâma ’1-Maqdisî 61 ^ 

(-îte) Ul^ 61 

J It seems not unreasonable to regard iUıâm in the 

sense of inspiration a borrowing from the terminology of (profane) 
rhetoric and tiıe several attempts (not supported by Zamakhsharî and the 
Mu'tazila) to preserve a distinetion between ilhâm and wahy (as dispateh) 
a reaction to the source of that borrowing and ensuing confusion.'^ Other 
terms appropriate to the modes of revelation may be thought to corrobor- 
ate this argument. 

Even the word tanzîl, a scriptural convention for ‘revelation’ (e.g. Q. 69: 
40-3), could be employed to deseribe poetic inspiration (sciL of Hassan 
b. Thâbit).5 Of significance in this respect is collocation of the verb 
tanazzala (descend) with satanic agents {shayâtîn) in Q. 26: 210, 221-2, 
exhibiting the specifically Quranic imagery in which shaytân was identified 
as an agent of evil.^ That this was not alwa3rs so is clear from the report, 
adduced by inter alios Suyütî, according to which delay in revelation to the 


prophet Muhammad was the result of desertion by his shaytân: 

Ji VI dJülkjJ; (^î L b cJl5i Öl j^\ -UöU jl ^^^^1*^ 

Tabarî’s reports on the satanic agents operative in the utterances of false 
prophets reflect of course Islamic doctrine on the modes of revelation, 

* Tafsir, MS Ayasofya 118, 129*’; but cf. the same author’s interpretation of azvhâ 
in Q. 12: 102 as akhbarCy above, I p. 34. 

^ Itgân i, 164. 

3 Goldziher, Abhandîungen i, 6 n. 5; see aİso Heinrichs, Arabisehe Dichtungf 35-6; 
cf. BSOAS xxxiü (1970) 616. 

* Pace Heinrichs, loc. cit. 

5 See Jeffery, ‘Scripture*, 190; Blachfere, Histoire ii, 333; Shahid, ‘Contribution*, 573. 
® Shahid, ‘Contribution*, 569-72, 577~8. 

’ Itqân i, 91; Zamakhsharî, Kashshâf iv, 765-6 ad Q. 93: 3 identifying the woman as 
Umm Jamîl/Jumayl, wife of Abû Lahab; for the several traditions in T^barî, cf. Birke- 
land, The Lord guideth, 13-8; and Bukhârî: ‘Der Sehaitan der Propheten İst der Engel 
Gabrİel*, cited VVellhausen, Reste, 134 n. 2. 
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The essentially neutral content of shaytân (daemonic as opposed to dia- 
bolical) in the passages from Suyûtî and Bukhârî could be interpreted as 
evidence of a situation in which prophetic and poetic inspiration were, 
if not identical, at least closely related.^ That the tale reported of the poet 
Umayya b. Abı ’l-Şalt, in which his breast was opened and filled (with the 
gift of inspiration), should figüre among the infancy stories of the prophet 
Muhammad might be thought to have similar significance.^ Negative 
statements in scripture traditionally associated with the Arabian prophet, 
such as Q. 69: 41 ijjh ja Lj, 69: 42, Vj, and 37: 36 

öy^ y-UtJ U^î, as well as the celebrated attack on the 

‘poets’ (26: 221-7), exhibit exceptive constructions in which the content 
of the message rather than the source or mode of inspiration is im- 
pugned .3 References to the prophet as visionary (2 Samuel 24: ıı), as 
seer(ı Samuel 9: 9), as mad (Hosea 9: 7), anyway contain such tradi- 
tional imagery as seriously to diminish the impact of whatever invective 

they might bear, perfectly expressed in Q. 51; 52 ^ ^^jJl U dUÂ 5 ^ 
jî dr* Instructive examples of parallel 

phraseology for divine and satanic inspiration are generated by Quranic 
application of the verb alqâ (literally to cast, but often synonymous with 

arsala^ or with azohây in the sense of dispatch), e.g. Q. 40: 

o^î (cf. 4: 171; and a similar construction with nafakha 21: 91), 20: 39 

and 8: 12 tİ 

imagery was perpetuated in the exegetical tradition, e.g. (J jî 
JuU. (Jl describing the activity of Gabriel .5 In 

Q. 22: 52, however, that same activity is attributed to a satanic agent 
jlk^l L aJül J jlİ2^l (cf. 22: 53, and 20: 87 

with reference to al-sâmirı),^ The centrality of Q. 22: 52 in discussions of 
the Islamic theory of abrogation has been demonstrated by Burton, and it 
seems clear that pertinent interpretation of satanic alqâ required that it be 
understood as counterpoint to ansa (to make forget), e.g. Q. 6: 68, 12: 
42, 18: 63, 58: 19.'^ The significance in those discussions of satanic, as 
opposed to divine, agency consists in the light it throws upon the semantic 

* Goldziher, AbhandîuTtgen i, 107-8; cf. Jeffery» ‘Scripture’, 191 n. lo. 

^ Goldziher, Abhandîungen i, 3, 2x3; Horovitz, ‘Himmelfahrt’, 171-3; see beIow, pp. 
66-7. 

3 Pace Shahid, ‘Contribution’, 568-72. 

Cf. Goldziher, Abhandîungen i, 5» 7 on nafakhalnafatka. 

5 Suyûtî, ltqân i, 125. 

* Cf. Geİger, Was kat Mohammed, 163-4; Horovitz, Untersuchungen, 114-15; and the 
literatüre cited Paret, Der Karan, 334 ~ 7 > esp. Yahuda, ‘The Golden Calf and the Sâmirî’. 

’ ‘Cranes*, 253-4, 265; see below, IV pp. 195-6. 
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evolution of shaytân: from poetic muse to God’s particular adversary, from 
shaytân zsjinni to shaytân as iblis 

The parallel and easily confused sources of prophetical and poetic 
inspiration noticed here have an approximate Biblical counterpart in con- 
flicting reports on the motive of the Davidic census, related in z Samuel 24: 
i“9 and ı Chronicles 21: 1—7 (cf. ı Samuel 16: 14 on Saul and the two 
spirits of God). Quranic adaptation of the Judaeo-Christian Satan will not 
have been a conseqnence merely of antonomasia, nor yet of an attempt to 
separate prophet from poet (for both might be divinely inspired), but 
rather, of a persuasion that ali inspiration required an intermediary. It may 
also be observed that Widengren’s description of the prophet as recipient 
of revelation concedes but nominal recognition of this very characteristic 
element in the Müslim concept of scripture by stressing inordinately his 
movement towards and confrontation with God.^ That imagery, too, 
belongs to the exegetical tradition, but seldom, save in allegorical and 
sectarian interpretation, impinges upon scholarly understanding of the 
modes of revelation. Whatever body of prophetical ‘wisdom’ might from 
time to time have been regarded as supplementary to the contents of 
scripture, it was with an organized corpus of recognizable logia that the 
mainstream of Islamic theology was concemed, and not with a source of 
concealed wisdom for the elect. The appearance, at several levels of popular 
and sectarian theology, of elements drawn from the inexhaustible pool of 
Oriental Gnostic concepts is undeniable, but did not much influence the 
stability of orthodox Müslim doctrine regarding the content and mode of 
the Ouranic revelation. 3 

The agency of mediation is symbolized, somewhat ingenuously, in two 
scriptural passages: Q. 6: 112 ^ 

.Jl 72* ^7”8 ^ Cx* 

While the first postulates for every prophet {nabî) a satanic tempter hostile 

to the divine mission with which he has been entrusted, the second pro- 
vides for a guardian angel (rasad) to ensure that the mission is fulfiUed: 

^ Ajjiibtj This anthropomorphic ex- 

pression of the sources of divine communication found significant elabora- 

tion in Müslim views on the part played by the angel Gabriel in the process 
of revelation. In Juwaynî's typology it is made quite clear that Gabriel vras 
the agent of transmission for both Qur*ân and Sunna, the former literally 

’ Cf. Goldziher, Ahhandlungen i, 7, 106-17; id. ‘Ginnen*, 685-90; Geiger, Was hat 
Mohammed, 98-100; Horovitz, Uniersuchuı^en, 87, 120-1; Ahrens, ‘Chrisdiches im 
Qoran’, 176. 

* Apostle of God^ 124-7, 207-8. 

♦ Zamakhsharî, Kashhâf iv, 633 ad Q. 72; 27-8- 


3 Widcr^gren, op. cit. 100 n. 2. 
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{biUlafz) and the latter conceptually {biUmâ!nâ).^ While later exegetes 
appear to have agreed upon the Qur’ân as referent for the accusative pro- 
noun in Q. 97: ı, Barth’s proposal that it was Gabriel dispatched by God 
in Laylat al-qadr is not only likely from the point of view of syntax, but 
is supported by Kalbî*s interpretation of a similar construction in Q. 12: 2 

<s üi_;Âib u| 

Explicit mention of Gabriel in Müslim scripture (Q. 2: 97-8, 

66: 4) would seem hardly to bear the burden of exegesis produced to depict 
his Central role in the mechanics of revelation; Zamakhsharî found it worth 

while to explain that the accusative pronoun in a.jjl JİL dl^' ^ •üy aJli 

referred to the Qur’ân.^ But paucity of reference could be and was com- 
pensated for by identifying Gabriel with the Spirit, e.g. ruh al-qudus 
(Q. 2: 253, 5: ııo, 16: 102), aUrûh al-amîn {26: 193), rühanâ{i()i 17), 
aUrüh (40: 15 ete.), an equation difficult to reconcile with Q. 17: 85 
and the elaborate story of Muhammad, Gabriel, and the rabbis of 
Yathrib .4 In the light of both Biblical and Rabbinic allusions to 
Gabriel, the Müslim allegation that he was regarded by the Jews as 
an enemy poses something of a problem. Most of the reasons usually 
adduced to support this contention are set out in Zamakhsharî: {a) 
that Gabriel had revealed to the Jewish prophet {sic^ cf. Jeremiah 27) 
God’s intention to destroy the Temple through the ageney of Nebuehad- 
nezzar; (6) that God had commanded Gabriel to establish prophethood 
among the Jews but he had taken it elsewhere {sciL to the Arabs); (c) that 
he had revealed the secrets of the Jews to Muhammad. These details, 
together with an account of an altercation between 'Umar and the rabbis 
of Yathrib about the relative merits of Gabriel and Michael, were tenuously 
attached to the Quranic phrase (2: 97): Say, who is an enemy of Gabriel ? 
Itself polemical in tone, the phrase might be thought to reflect the several 
versions of a test of ‘true prophethood’ imposed by the Jews of Yathrib/ 
Medina upon Muhammad or by Quraysh with theîr assistance, in each 
instance thwarted by the intervention of Gabriel on behalf of the Arabian 
prophet .5 This interpretation would point to the third of the three reasons 
for hostility between Gabriel and the Jews, namely, that he had revealed 
their secrets to Muhammad. The nature of the polemic must, I think, be 
understood as exclusively Judaeo-Muslim, and the role of Quraysh seen as 
a literary embellishment designed to show that opposition to Muhammad 
was (also) Arabian. GabrieFs position in Müslim prophetology is, after ali, 


I Cited above, I pp. 51-2. 

* See above, I pp. 34-5; Barth, ‘Studien’, 119; Kalbı, Tafsîr, MS Ayasofya 118, I28^ 
3 Kashshâfi, 169 adQ, z: 97. 

^ See beIow, IV pp, 122-6. 

5 Kashskâf, loc. cit.; cf. Suyûtî, Itgân i, 97. 
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not qualitatively difFerent from that predicated of him in Daniel 8:15,9:21, 
possibly 10: 9 ff., and in Rabbinic literatüre.^ 

In Müslim, as in Rabbinic, tradition one of Gabriers primary functions 
is that of pedagogue: as he had been guide and mentor to Joseph (Targum 
Pseudo-Jonathan ad Genesis 37: 15; Talmud Babl. Sotah 36b) and to 
Moses (Exodus Rabba I 67b), so too for Mvıhamınad he performed the rites 
of initiation into prophethood, instructed him concerning ablutions and 
the times of prayer, guided him during his ascension to heaven, and 
arranged for him the content of revelation during meetings in Ramadan.^ 
For the Arabian prophet that instruction was of particular significance 
since, according to the traditional interpretation of ummi in Q. 7:157-8 he 

was illiterate: t—"The manner in which this dogma 

influenced discussion of the modes of revelation has been noticed.^ The 
consequent postulation of an equivalence Ufnmi:*am ha-areş may reflect 
a misunderstanding of Q. 2: 78.^ On the other hand, a similar dogmatic 
impulse in Patristic literatüre, according to ’vvhich Jesus and the apostles 
were described as anthropm agrammatoi, was adduced by Wensinck .5 
The basis in Christian scripture for that view, e.g. John 7: 15, Acts 4: 13, 
might be thought to exhibit a specifically anti-Rabbinic (Pharisaic) ten- 
dency. An analogous orientation in Müslim tradition is illustrated by 
several elements in the Muhammadan evangeliumJ* 


The same Quranic passage (7: 157) provided a point of departure for the 
allegation that the Arabian prophet had been prognosticated in Hebrew 

and Christian scripture: bj:Sİ4 c$AJ! 

ûlj^i J. Despite the further charge that sectaries of both 

religions had falsified and concealed (tahrif, kitmân) those parts of their 
scripture which predicted the coming of Muhammad, the search for 
proof-texts (testimonia) Avas notably successful.^ Since the technique 
itself had clearly been developed and refined in the crucible of Judaeo- 
Christian polemic (cf, Luke 24: 27), it is of some interest that its earliest 
attestation in Müslim literatüre should be an interpretation of Ahmad/ 
Muhammad as the Paraclete of John 15: 23-16: ı.® On the other hand, 
the classical loci probantes from Hebrew scripture were (curiously, in 

* Cf. Geiger, Was hat Mohammed I2"i5ı zoo\ Judaism, 85-91; Horovitz, 

Untersuckungen, 46, 107; Pedersen, El, s.v. Djabrâ^îl. 

* References in Wensinck, Handbook, 59; see above, I p. 37. 

’ See above, I p. 36: munajjam opposed to jtmla, 

* See above, pp. 53-4; cf. GdQ i, 14. ® Tropheten’, 191-2. 

* Cf. Koch, Grozvth, 88; Gerhardsson, Memory, 12-3; and see below, pp. 70-1. 

’ See below, IV pp. 189-90. 

* Ibn Hishâm, Sîra i, 232—3; cf. GdQ i, 9-10 n. ı; and bibliographical references GAS 
i, 289. 
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the light of Christian figural interpretation of the imagery in Isaiah, 
Jeremiah, ete.) not the prophetical books, but, rather, passages from 
the Torah, e.g. Genesis 17: 20, Deuteronomy 18: 15, 33: 2, ali objects of 
later and detailed refutation by Maimonides.^ But in the later efflorescence 
of that polemic references to Isaiah especially, but also to the other pro- 
phets and of course the Psalter, were abundant.^ The passages adduced 
consisted of such as were traditionally recognized (by Jewish and Christian 
exegetes) to contain obviously messianic symbolism, and their use by 
Müslim polemicists displays familiarity with both substance and teeh- 
niques of Biblical exegesis. One example was the attention devoted to 
numerical value of the letters in the name(s) of the Arabian prophet, 
AHMaD (Q. 61: 6) and MuHaMMaD (3: 144, 33: 40, 47: 2, 48: 29), the 
results of which calculations were seen to correspond to (numerical) 
equivalents in seleeted Biblical phraseology, e.g. Genesis 17: 20. Mention 
of this device [hisâh al-jutnmal) is attested in the earliest Quranic exegesis 
and related there to Jewislr practice {sdL and 

In Müslim seripture itself both Ahmad (Q. 61: 6 ^ 

t5-Ui) and Muhammad(33; 40 p53Uj ^ UÎ L 

^U.j ajjl u^j) occur in contexts exhibiting distinctly 

messianic imagery. The locution ‘seal of the prophets', traditionally 
interpreted as reference to the last link in a chain of prophetical eleetion 

(.U^l ^T), can, if somewhat arbitrarily, be related to occurrence of 
finite forms of the verb khatama in the sense ‘to place a seal upon’ 
(Q. 2: 7, 6: 46, 36: 65, 42: 24, 45; 23). As such itwas synonymous "vvith 

Ouranic taheCa (e.g. 9: 93), and that equivalence (^*U.:^lh) was in- 

corporated into the exegetical tradition.+ The eschatological significance of 
Q. 33: 40 is, however, unmistakable, and the verse might be understood 
to constitute an exception to the attested principle that a prophet be eleeted 
from within his own community: thus, ‘Muhammad is not the father of 
anyone of you, but rather the messenger of God and seal of the prophets*. 
That Q. 33: 40 contains one of the four occurrences in seripture of the 
name Muhammad suggests a particular polemic, in which not only the 
credentials but also the identity of the Arabian prophet was in dispute. The 
calque proposed by Hirschfeld, ûrott (Haggai 2: 23, cf. Jeremiah 22: 24), 
required that the Arabic cognate be interpreted, indeed, as signet (faV) 

* Iggeret Teman, 36-7; cf, Steinschneider, Polemisehe Literatür, 326-7. 

* See Steinschneider, öp. cit. 325-9, 389-92, and separate entries nos. 2, 14/66, 105; 
Goldziher, ‘Polemik^ 372-9; Sehreiner, ‘Zur Geschîchte’, 595, 599-601, 613, 625-8, 
642-7. 

^ e.g. Kalbı, Tafsir ad Q. 3: 7, MS Ayasofya 118, 29^; Muqâtil, Tefsir intro. and ad 
Q. 3: 7, MS H. Hüsnü 17, 2^ 35^; cf. Bacher, Terminologie i, 127, ii, 27-8, respeetively. 

^ e.g. Zamakhshari, Kashshâf iii, 544-5 ad Q. 33: 40. 
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indicating divine election.^ That put fonvard by Horovitz, a^payis 
(I Corinthians 9: 2, cf. Romans 4:11) equated khâtam with muşaddiq {corro- 
boratio)j that is, verification of earlier prophets and scriptures, a frequent 
Quranic usage (e.g. 2:101, 3: 81).^ The teleological interpretation suggested 
by Jeffery, reAos- vopov (Romans 10: 4, cf. Daniel 9: 24) was in harmony 
■vvith traditional Müslim exegesis, as well as attested in Manichean litera- 
ture .3 Only the last proposal would seem to do justice to the eschatological 
flavour of Q. 33: 40, and of 61: 6 where, incidentally, it is Jesus, not *he 
who shall come after me’, who is designated muşaddiq. 

Both verses contam the kind of material from which the Islamic Pro- 
phetenkultus was elaborated, and might be thought to refute the view that 
the latter was diametrically opposed to the Quranic portrait of an Arabian 
prophet.** The inherent weakness of that view is its dependence upon a 
clear distinction between a later, sectarian (even extremist) development of 
the concept d^îos avöpcüiro?, and an original, factual, and sober account of 
the pious man summoned by God. So tidy a dichotomy is supported 
neither by the content of revelation nor the chronology of early Islamic 
literatüre. Despite protests of the type T am only . . //‘I am nothing but 
. . (e.g. Q. 7: 188, 18: ııo; the type is formulaic, cf. 26: 115 for Noah, 

and 19: 19 for Gabriel!), the biography of Muhammad formulated in 
exegetical literatüre cannot be said either to distort or to contradict serip- 
tural data on the words and deeds of prophets in general. Indeed, from 
the point of view of a literary analysis, it can be argued that the principal 
difference between the text of seripture and the Muhammadan evangelium 
lies merely in the canonical status of the former. Thematic and exemplary 
treatment of prophethood in tlıe Qur’ân was reformulated in the evan¬ 
gelium (sunnalstra) as the personal history of Muhammad.^ 


As in the classical literatüre of Hebrew prophecy, accounts of the 
prophetical cali in Müslim seripture begin abruptly with one or another of 
the formulae of commission, and dispense Avith deseription of whatever 
preparation may have preceded the call.^ I should hesitate, however, to 
concede e silentio there was no such preparation for the reception of revela¬ 
tion.’ For the pre-classical period of Hebrew prophecy evidence of such 
was occasionally transmitted, e.g. for Samuel (ı Samuel ı: 20-8, 2: 18-21, 
3: 1-4), presumably in the original documents underiying the Elijah/ 
Elisha eyeles, but especially for Moses (Exodus ı: 8-3: ı ff.).* The infaney 

* Researekes, cf. Goldziher, ‘Bemerkungen zur neuhebrâischen Poesie*, 724-^, 
for the poetic use of khatarn: misrah (Isaiah 9: 6). 

^ Untersuckungeriy 53-4. ^ ‘Seripture*, 266—7. ^ Andrae, Person, 292—3. 

® See Horovitz, ‘Biblische Nachvvirkungen*, 184-9, the rather facile equations of 
Jensen, ‘Das Leben Muhammeds*, 84-97. ^ See above, I pp. 12, 23-5. 

^ Pace von Rad, Theology ii, 50-9. ® Cf. Eissfeldt, Einîeitung, 349”56. 

4S39C?r5 D 
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stories of Samuel and Moses have at least two motifs in common: election/ 
dedication at birth, and a mode of life designed to induce responsiveness 
to the word of God. The importance of the Mosaic exemplumy "vvhich also 
dominated Jewish prophetology, in both Müslim scripture and exegesis 
has been noticed.* That the two motife should figüre in the evangelium 
infantiae of the Arabian prophet is not unexpected, though it is of course 
quite possible that the immediate VorbtId was not Moses.^ It may, on the 
other hand, also not have been Jesus. The typology of such motife, as set 
out by Andrae, may be understood to represent or to be drawn from a pool 
of narrative ingredients traditionally appropriate to the lives of holy men.^ 
The manner in which these could be adapted to a particular ambient 
emerges from Kister’s study of the descriptive terminology employed in 
accounts of Muhammadfe piety prior to his calL*^ Collation of Gospel 
material with Islamic tradition, as undertaken by Goldziher, is obviously of 
value but could be misleading.s As a distinct literary type the Evangelion 
was not restricted to the Christian canon, but represented the historiciza- 
tion of logia traditions found not only in Biblical but also in Rabbinic and 
Gnostic literatüre.^ The Müslim term pertinent to that genre is maVath 
(mission), in which historical development is symbolized in the thematic 
polarity: promise-fulfilment. The ingredients of the Muhammedan 
evangelium vary from one collection to another, but most had achieved 
literary stabilization by the beginning of the third/ninth century. 

Literary transmission did not necessarily entail a fixed order, and 
fluctuation of three elements in particular has been renmked and analysed, 
namely, the purification, the beatific vision, and the ascension/noctumal 
journey .7 The Quranic evidence for each of those inddents in the life of 
Muhammad is tenuous indeed, and such agreement as does exist in 
exegetical literatüre on chapter and verse exhibits acceptance of several 
arbitrary coımections between scripture and the prophetical evangelium, 
For example, the ritual opening of the breast, or purification, reflects un- 
doubtedly a formula for the origin of poetic inspiration, and juxtaposition 
of its Muhammadan version to Q. 94:1--3 rests upon the semantic equiva- 
lence shaqq batn:sfıarh şadr, Now, Schrieke has argued persuasively that 
such and similar rituals are almost invariably preliminary to an ascension 
(confrontation with deity), indicating thus a syndrome whose intemal logic 
requires no scriptural support.® The exegetical (as opposed to historical) 

* Seeabove, pp. 55-6, and I pp. 35-8; cf. Maimonides, DaîâîanfChs, 32-45, esp. 36. 

® Ibn Hishâm, Sîra i, 155-7, 235. ’ Person, 28-56. * ‘Tahannuth*, 223-36. 

s Studien ü, 382-93; id. *Neutestan>entIiche Elemente’, 390-7. 

** Cf. Koch, Groîotkt 59-60. 

^ See Bevan, *Mohammed*s ascension’, 51-61; Schrieke, ‘Himmelsreise Muhanuneds’, 
1-30; Horovitz, ‘Muhammeds Himmelfahrt’, 159-83. 

® *Himmelsreise Muhammeds’, 6-9; cf. also Widengren, Apostle of God, 80-95, * 99 “ 
216 on the ascension as a literary topos; Biıkeland, The Lord gtddeth, 39-55, speaks, 
however, of the theologİcal distortion of ‘an original experience of God in the Prophet’s 
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link between ritual purifîcation and Q, 94: 1-3 Ux^jj 
iJtÇJJI is none the less a legitimate one, and was of 

particularvalue indiscussionsof the dogma relatingtoprophetical perfection/ 
infallibility (*zVwwa:).^ First articulated in Fiqh Akbar II (dated by Wensinck 
towards the middle of the fourth/tenth century),the dogma exhibits elements 
of both sectarian emphasis upon the qualities of the imamate and of 
Rabbinic views on the kings and prophets of Israel.^ Application to the 
Quranic text enabled exegetes to identify the ‘burden’ {wizr) of Q. 94: 2 
with apparent mention of earlier transgression (dhanb) and error (dalâl) in the 
life of the Arabian prophet (e.g. Q. 40; 55, 48: 2, 93: 7), necessitating in 
turn postulation of the earliest possible date in his life for the act of puri- 
fication. In the evangelium itself the dogma found elaboration in the story 
of the attempt by Ouraysh to seduce Muhammad with offers of power and 
wealth, to which naturally he did not succumb.^ Similarly, the second ele¬ 
ment in the S)mdrome of prophetical initiation, the beatific vision, may 
exist independent of scriptural support, which, however, could be and 
often was adduced in discussions not so much of Muhammad’s prophetical 
experience as of whether and when the faithful might be expected to see 
God.*^ Those verses which were considered relevant to Muhammad^s 
vision, e.g. Q. 53: 11-18, 81: 19-25, 48: 27, were the object of extensive 
and contradictory exegesis, resolved, save in the litteratim theses of the 
mystics, by resort to compromise in the form of a spiritual vision (J ij Jj 
cf, n'’Nn ).5 The vision was intimately related to the third ele¬ 
ment in the syndrome of initiation: the ascension. That ascension (mVrâj) 
and noctural joumey {isra) exhibit fissiparous production from a single 
tradition seems clear: their not quite consistently separate treatment in 
exegetical literatüre betokens a concern for chronological development in 
the evangelium^ in which the ascension was combined with the already 
preposited ritual of purification.* 

The Quranic verse to which that exegetical tradition was invariably 
attached is 17: ı ^1 ^ ^ <5^1 tSâJI o\pm 

The anonymity of this reference was conceded only by Bevan.^ 

own life’; id. ‘Legend*, 6-12, distinguished the skaqq batn version as an ^investigation’ 
motif, separate from the purification and prior to the vocation. 

^ Cf. Andrae, Persofty 134-9; Birkeland, ‘Legend*, 42-7, on the transition shaqq:sharh, 

^ Creedf 192; articles 8-9, commentary 217-18. 

^ Ibn Hishâm, Sıra i, 295-7; cf. Matthew 4; ı-ıı, ete.; and see beIow, IV p. 122. 

* Wensinck, Creedy 63-6. 

5 Andrae, Persorty 68-85; Widengren, *Oral tradition’, 258-60; Goldziher, Richtungen, 
105-6; a rationalistic interpretation worthy of Nöldeke may be read, appropriately, in 
DeGoeje, ‘Die Berufung Mohammed’s’, 1-5. 

^ Schrieke, ‘Himmelsreise Muhaınmeds’, 14; Horovitz, ‘Mnhammeds Himmelfahrt*, 
i 74 “S; Birkeland, *Legend*, 54-60. ’ *Mohammed’s ascension’, 53-4. 
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The alternative, namely, that ^abd can only be Muhammad, implies sub- 
mission to an interpretation of ali the Quranic data which, in my 
opinion, has yet to be demonstrated.* Far from providing unambiguous 

witness to the Arabian prophet, this particular scriptural image 

ûJUjü) İs employed, in butslightly varying forms, only to describe 
Moses’ departure from Egypt (Q. 20: 77, 26: 52, 44: 23; laylan mzy 
reflect the imagery of Exodus 12: 29-34).^ Moreover, the introductory 

formula is most probably of cultic origin and general applica- 

tion .3 Without specification of the terminal points in the joumey ^ 

probably a gloss, identification of *abd 

with Moses might be thought confirmed by the following verses (17; 
2 On the other hand and without exception, it is with Q. 17: ı that 
the and more often than not the tnVrâjy are linked in the exegetîcal 
tradition. In the light of the clearly Mosaic formulation of Müslim 
prophetology, that connection can hardly be described as arbitrary or 
fortuitous, but may reflect as well a mbcture of motifs.^ Sudden transport 
by the spirit of God from one place to another is a motif not uncommon in 
the literatüre of prophetical expression (e.g. Elijah: ı Kings 18: 12, 
2 Kings 2: II, 16; Ezekiel 2; 12, 8: 3, ıı: ı, 43: 5; cf. 2 Corinthians 12: 
2-4), and it may be that some such instance of divine intervention lay 
behind the hymnic imagery of Q. 17: ı.^ 

That transposition of imagery, from what must have been in origin a 
reference to the Mosaic exodus to an expression of ecstatic movement, can 
have been eflFected only by means of the phrase Trom the sacred mosque to 
the furthest mosque* which, I have noted, may be an exegetical gloss 
designed to accommodate within the canonical text the ascension episode 
of the Muhammadan evangelium, Allusion in Q. 17: 60 to a vision (Lj 

1 Û 29 VI dJbjî UW) and in 17: 93 to an ascension(^^jî 

* Cf. GdQ i, 134-7, ü, 85—8; Widengren, Apostîe of God, 96-114; Schrieke, ‘Himmels- 
reise Muhammeds*, 13 n. 6; Horovitz, ‘Muhammeds Himmelfahrt*, 160-1: unchar- 
acteristically ingenuous, and ironic in the light of his further observation on another 
identification (162), ‘Dass auch die europâische Forschung sie bisher ohne Nachprüfung 
übemommen hat, beweist nur, dass sie sich keineswegs überall von dem Banne der is- 
lamischen Tradition befreit hat’. 

^ A related locution is used twice of Lot’s departure from Sodom, Q. ıı: 81, 15: 65; 
see above, I p. 8. 3 See above, I pp. 17-18. 

^ Ali of Q. 17: I was judged an interpolation by GdQ İ, 136-7, though Weil’s proposal 
of a forgery was rejected, GdQ ii, 85-8. 

5 e.g. the pseudepigraphic Assumptio Mosis, cf. Eissfeldt, Einleitungy 770-1; Mou- 
barac’s linking, Abraham^ 59—60, of Q. 17: ı with the Abraham traditions is in my 
opinion unjustified, though it was of course a Meccan sanctuary tradition which facili- 
tated interpretation oîmasjid karam and mayidagşâ as toponyms, cf. Abraham^ 53~8r. The 
Biblical Abraham was not merely a seeker of God, but also a founder of sanctuaries, 
e.g. Genesis 12: 7, 8, 13: 4, 18, 22: 9. 

« Cf. GdQ i, 134 n. 7. 



EMBLEMS OF PROPHETHOOD 


69 


ftUtJI J) arehardly relevant to the content of 17: ı. Both arepolemical and 
the latter hypothetical, as is the ascension imagery in Q. 6: 35 and 15:14. 
In the exegetical tradition the sacred mosque was identified as the Ka*ba in 
Mecca and the furthest mosque simply as Jenısalem.^ In Jerusalem the 
Rock {şakhra) might also be specified, but relation of the ascension as well 
as the noctumal joumey to Q. 17: ı wouId appear to support identification 
of the furthest mosque with heaven.^ A corresponding spiritualization of 
the point of departure (!) for both is discernible in statements ascribed 
to 'Abdallâh b. 'Abbâs, according to which it was the spirit {rüh) of 
Muhammad which made the joumey from a point depicted not specifically 
as the sacred mosque, but more generally as sacred enciave {haram)? But 
a tendency in the opposite direction, namely, to fix the terminal points of 
the joumey at the Ka^ba (Mecca) and at the Aqşâ mosque (Jerusalem) 
attests to the political significance of Islamic sanctuaries and only inci- 
dentally to the exegesis of Q. 17: The link between revelation and the 

evaî^elium was, however, not neglected. The celebrated tradition pre- 

scribing three pilgrimages (J^L^ Vl JU^I JLiJ appears in 

Muqâtirs discussion of Q. 17: ı, together with several stories about the 
sanctity of Jerusalem, exhibitmg conflation of masjid al-aqşâ with şakhra 
bayt al-maqdîs? One is tempted, if not quite constrained, to see in those 
sanctuary traditions the origin of the israjmtrâj story, imposed upon Q. 
17:1 much in the way Sürat al-Fîl was made the peg for a similar sanctuary 
tradition conceming Mecca.^ If, indeed, the exegesis did not in both 
instances precede the revelation, it would none the less appear to have 
originated independently of the verses it purported to explain. That same 
ambivalent relationship between scripture and interpretation holds for 
much of the content of the Muhammadan evangelium. 

Attached also to Q. 17: ı is a characteristic example of prophetical 
vaticinatio ex eventu {akhbâr al-ghayb) : Quraysh, appropriately astonished 
by Muhammad’s report of his nocturnal joumey, dıallenged him to 
describe a caravan of theirs at that moment retuming to Mecca from Syria 
{sic). This the prophet duly met, adding details of its leading camel 
and predicting its arrival in Mecca next momingJ That the source of the 

* e.g. Zamakhshari, Kashshâfiit 647 adQ. ly: Horovitz, Untersuchungeny 140-1, 

2 See Schrieke, ‘Hirnmelsreise Muhammeds’, 13-15; Horovitz, ‘Muhammeds Himmel- 
fahrt^ 162-9: the Rabbinic/Christian concept of ‘celestial Jerusalem*. 

3 Zamakhsharî, loc, cit.; Kalbı, Tafsîr ad Q, 17: ı, MS. Ayasofya n8, 156*’: possibly 
to accommodate a report that the prophet had begun the night in the house of Umm 
Hâni* bint Abî Tâlib. 

♦ See Kister, ‘Three mosques*, 173-96: the traditions adduce, inconsistently, both the 
Aqşâ mosque and the Dome of the Rock. Cf. Paret, Der Koran^ 295-6. 

5 Tafair, MS H. Hüsnü 17, 157^-8^ 

® Pace Birkeiand, The Lord guideth^ 100-1 ; see above, I p. 42. 

^ Ibn Hishâm, Sîra i, 402—3, and most commentaries ad loc., e.g. Zamakhsharî, Kash^ 
shâf ii, 647; see below, IV pp. 120-1. 
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anecdote is the evangeliuniy not the document of revelation, is clear from 
its inciusion in treatises on the proofs of prophethood [dalâHl al-nubumoa), ^ 
A product of haggadic exegesis, its function was primarily entertainment, 
but the conciuding formula 'and stili they did not believe' signals its 
incorporation into the mass of criteria assembled to distinguish the true 
from the false prophet, i.e. fulfilment of the prediction (e.g. Deuteronomy 
ı8: 22). The classic reference in scripture for the vaticinatio is of course 
Q. 30: 1-4, the dominant interpretation of which provided not only evi- 
dence of genuine prophethood but also comment on the course of Oriental 
history.^ The range of dkhbâr al-ghayb inciudes another kind of utterance, 
which might be designated figural (typological). An example was the 
waming given by Muhammad’s camel at Hudaybiya to halt and negotiate 
at the perimeter of the Meccan haram, interpreted by the prophet as 
manifestation of the force which had arrested Abraha’s elephant.^ That an 
animal should have been appointedinstrument of God’s will (cf. Numbers 
22: 22-35) is in this particular context less significant than the fact that 
Muhammad alone could understand and explain the camers action to his 
puzzled companions. 

Situations in which the inscrutable wisdom of the prophet was demon- 
strated are not uncommon. A familiar mise en scene is the confrontation 
between Muhammad and the rabbis, in which the agency of Gabriel was 
Central. In one such episode Muhammad proved himself able, without the 
aid of Gabriel, to confound the rabbis, namely, in the case of the couple 
taken in adultery. The story is conventionally formulated in terms of a 
prophetical test, based on two alternatives: if Muhammad elected to 
punish the couple by flogging, public humiliation, and banishment (com- 
prehended in the term tajbiya) he was clearly a king; if, on the other hand, 
he sentenced them to death by stoning he must be a prophet. His first step 
was to engage the Medinese rabbis in dispute, during which he could 
display his superior knowledge of God’s law. In one account it was Muham- 
naad who got the rabbi 'Abdallâh b. Şûriyâ to admit that the stoning punish- 
ment was attested in the Torah; in another it was the Jewish convert to 
İslam, *Abdallâh b. Salam, who revealed the treachery of an unnamed rabbi 
who had, during the dispute with Muhammad, held his hand över the 
relevant passage in the Mosaic law. Muhammad thus triumphed, and the 
couple was stoned at the gate of his mosque in Medina.^ Traditions relating 
this story to the ertswhile Quranic 'stoning verse’ {âyai al~rajm) belong to 
the Principal lod probantes in discussions of the Islamic doctrine of 

* e.g. 'Abd al-Jabbâr, Tathbit daWil nubuzvzvat sayyidznâ Muhammad, MS Shehid 
Ali Pasha 1575, 22^ 

* See below, IV pp. 144-5. 

* Ibn Hishâm, Sîra ii, 310; Wâqidî, Kitâb al-maghâzî, 587; cf. Vermes, Scripture, 
Î35-40. 

* Ibn Hishâm, Sirai, 564-6; cf. Hirschfeld, *Controve^sies^ 109-16. 
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abrogation.^ The Sitz im Leben of the story itself, however, is the Muham- 
madan evangelium developed out of Judaeo-Muslim polemic. Elements 
like the marital status {ihsan) of the accused couple and the rabbi’s con- 
cealment {kitmân) of the pertinent portion of the Torah with his hand 
exhibit a secondary stage of accretion, in which doctrinal signifîcance pre- 
ceded polemical value. The latter is reflected in its anti-Rabbinic flavour, 
common to a wide range of anecdotes in the evangelium^ and might be 
thought to share a symbolic quality with the adulteress pericope in the 
gospel of John (7; 53-8: ıı). The intentions of the two stories are ad- 
mittedly opposed: the action of Jesus was to supersede the Mosaic Iaw, 

that of Muhammad to revive it (aj J^j -Ull l^î ^ Jjî UU), 

to rescue it from dereliction at the hands of faithiess custodians.^ None 
the less, the anti-Pharisaic propaganda of the one is reflected in the anti- 
Rabbinic propaganda of the other. That John 7: 53-8:11 was itself drawn, 
perhaps later than formation of the Christian canon, from a pool of 
narrative elements traditionally associated with opposition to established 
authority has been proposed .3 A theme common to ali such material was 
public demonstration of true prophethood, one which could hardly have 
real signifîcance outside the Judaic tradition. Halakhic elaboration of the 
theme stressed two different but related aspects: the source of prophetical 
authority and the extent of prophetical jurisdiction.-^ In its primitive and 
unembellished haggadic form, however, the theme is essentially apolo- 
getic, and reflects a widespread and popular literary type. 

Importance of the Mosaic law is exemplified in yet another component 
of the Muhammadan &üangelium \ the story of the prophet's abstention from 
food sacrifîced to idols.^ Kister demonstrated that conflicting versions of 
the tradition exhibit the entire range of feasible positions with regard to 
the onset of Muhammad’s perfection/infallibility Çişma), and in particular 
whether it began before or at the moment of his prophetical calling. With 
the gradual crystallizing of Islamic orthodoxy the quality of *işma was seen 
to be conterminous with the life of the prophet, conforming thus to other 
data in the evangelium,^ But the substance of the argument about food was 
susceptible of halakhic extension, as formulated in the complementary pre- 
scriptions of Q. 6: 118 (eat of that över which God's name has been 
uttered) and 6: 121 (eat not of that över which God’s name has not been 
uttered). The sacrificial ordinances were thus neither dissolved as in the 

^ Cf- references in Wensinck, Hanâbook^ 221—2; Goldziher, ‘Usages juifs*, 79; Hirsch- 
feld, Researches^ 137; GdQ i, 248-52; Schacht, Origirts, 53 n. 4, 73-4, 191 n. 5. 

^ Ibn Hishâm, Sıra i, 566. 

^ See Metzger, New Testamenty 223-4 and references 273; but cf, Derrett, 156-88; 
Torrey, Foundation^ 149-50. 

* See beîow, IV pp. 192-6. 

* Kister, ‘Bag of meat*, 267-75. 

* Cf. above, pp. 65-7; Birkeland, The Lord Guideiht 28-32. 
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Synoptic tradition (Matthew 15: 10-20, Mark 7: 14-23), nor figuratively 
transposed as in Pauline doctrine (ı Corinthians 8), but rather, epitomized 
as in the Apostolic promulgations to proselytes (Acts 15: 20, 28-9, 21: 
25).^ In the Muhammadan anecdote not adjustment of but adherence to 
the Mosaic law was stressed (e.g. Leviticus 17: 7), in particular by the 
Arabian prophet, whose exemplary figüre was being delineated for edi- 
fication of the community. Now, discussions of their precise relation to the 
Mosaic law were characteristic of sectarian literatüre emanating from 
communities in the Judaeo-Christian environment, and inciusion of this 
anecdote in the Muhammadan evangeliutn might be thought to reflect a 
similar concern. Specific mention of idols in connection with dietary laws, 

e.g. Q. 22: 30 olijVl (J^ ^ cJ^îj 

can of course be, and often was, construed as allusion to the practices of 
pagan Arabia, But here, as elsewhere in the historicization of prophetical 
logia, even persuasive elements of local colour must be judged against the 
possibility of assimilation from a literary source. 

Like the Müslim canon, the Muhammadan evangeliutn applied directly 
and graphically figures from Biblical imagery. In the story of the first pubUc 
recitations from revelation it is told how Qtıraysh, sceptical and stubbom, 
taunt Muhammad with their refusal to listen to and understand his 

proclamations. Thereupon was revealed the verse bLı^ oly lilj 

bUeaı^ (Q- 17 * 45)*^ The setting is 

contrived and the motivation transparent, but the required exegetical peg 
was provided: the obdurate audience rendered victim of its own utterance. 
Veils were placed över their hearts and deafness in their ears, and a screen 
erected between themselves and the prophet. The Quranic imagery (Q, 17: 
45-6, 18: 57, 6: 25, and in the mouths of the scoffers 41: 5) is developed 
round the motif ‘hardening of the heart’, condensed in 5; 13 

In the literatüre of prophetical expression the classic example is 
Isaiah 6:9-10, where, during the commissioning of the prophet, the plight 
of Israel is so described.^ The rather ingenuous point of departure for the 
anecdote in the Muhammadan evangeliumy namely the assertion by Quraysh 
that their hearts were veiled and their ears deafened, is contained not only 
in Q. 41: 5, but also 2: 88 LjJi The latter verse, however 

was traditionally interpreted as reference to the Jews (cf. Leviticus 26; 41 
aanV), the transfer of imagery to Quraysh being a frequently attested 

' Pace Geiger, Wa$ kat Mokammed, 197; cf. Katsch, Judaisniy 131-4; Gerhardsson, 
Memoryy 314-18. 

* Ibn Hishâm, Sıra i, 314-17. 

^ Cf. von Rad, Tkeology ii, 151-5. 
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device of the exegetical tradition,’ The Biblical motif is also Mosaic, e.g. 
Exodus 4:21 pinK •’iîO (referring to Pharaoh), and Pauline exegesis 

of Exodus 34: 33-5 linked the veil (moö) of Moses with the obduracy of 
Israel (2 Corinthians 3: 12-18 ıcaAoju/ıa).^ The dual function of the veil, 
symbolic of both the hardened heart and the protected messenger of God, 
found expression also in Müslim scriptural interpretation. In his com- 
mentary to Q. 17: 45 Taban explained hijâb as kinân (veil, derived from 
akinna in the follovving verse, cf. Q. 6: 25, ı8: 57, 41: 5), or as satir 
(screen) and glossed the entire locution ‘screened from the people, who 

couldthusnotseehim*(ajj^ ^ ^ tj3X*4v^).^Thisadditionalinter- 

pretative element Avas elaborated in later exegesis, where the hijâb was seen 
as a shield to protect the prophet from attempts on his life.*^ interpretation 
of hijâb as satir (screen) might, conversely, be applied metaphorically, as in 
Saadya's Arabic rendering of Psalm 88: 15 (‘' 3 öQ T*r)Orj) as 
"]rıön"n.s In Q, 17: 45 the Mosaic Vorbild is unmistakable, and the 
functional equivalence of hijâb:masveh (Exodus 34: 33-5) merely another 
instance of resort to traditional imagery in the elaboration of Müslim 
prophetology. 


The ambivalent relationship betvıreen scriptural data on the qualities of 
prophethood and the material of the Muhammadan evangeliutn is especially 
conspicuous in Müslim discussions of prophetical thaumaturgy. The latter 
consists exclusively of not very convincingiy adapted stereotypes of 
miracles traditionally associated with men of God, and catalogued in the 
dalâHI al-nubuımoa literatüre,^ The arbitrary assignment of Quranic chapter 
and verse to those components of the evangelium has been noted. Despite 
elaboration of a systematic test by means of which the acceptability of a 
miracle could be determined, the theological relevance of that material 
remained minimal.^ Neither eliminated nor replaced, it was instead super- 
seded by refinement of a dogma in which the document of revelation could 
play a rather more Central part, and by which the role of the Arabian pro¬ 
phet could be assessed in terms of historical perspective. Adduced by 
Jâhiz, that dogma found rudimentary expression in the typology set out by 

* Cf. Geiger, Was hat Mohammed^ 12; Goldziher, Richtungen, 175-6. 

* Horovitz, Unîersuchungen, 30; Gerhardsson, Memory, 285-6; Ahrens, ‘Christliches 
im Qoran*, 170. 

^ Tafsit XV, 66. 

* e.g. Ibn Kathîr, Tafsır iv, 314; Suyûtî, in Tafsir al-Jalâlayn, 386, both ad Q. 17: 47; 
the story, vvithout scriptural reference, is retailed in Ibn Hishâm, Sıra i, 355-6, where the 
agent of the assassination attempt is identified as the wife of Abû Lahab; cf. the commen- 
taries to Q. 93: 3, and above, p. 59. 

5 Galliner, Saadja, xxiv, 8, 47, n. 7, 

® e.g. Abû Nu*aym and Bayhaqî, cited Andrae, Person, 57-91. 

’ Cf. Andrae, Person, 101-3, citing Îjî, Kitâb aUMawâqif. 
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Ibn Qutayba: the miracles (signs) of Moses were characteristic of an age 
of sorcery {zaman aUsihr)^ those of Jesus of an age of medicine {zaman 
al-tibb)^ that {sic) of Muhammad of an age of eloquence {zaman al-bayân).^ 
Emphasis upon the single miracle of Muhammad, the book revealed to him 
by God, might be thought to contradict the data of the Muhammadan 
evangelîum, while attesting simultaneously to the general validity of 
miracles as proof of prophethood. Application of that criterion was con- 
sistent, even when tradition provided no explicit record of a miracle, as in 
the case of Shu'ayb, e.g. Zamakhshari’s unequivocal assertion öd Q. 7: 85 
with reference to the locution ^ Derivation of the 

procedure from a Christian Vorlage is hardly necessary, despite the nature 
of the material upon which the Muhammadan evangelium drew. The judge- 
ment of Horovitz, that the Christian origin of the infancy and other stories 
was so pronounced as to preclude thdr employment by the Müslim adver- 
saries of John of Damascus, is somewhat ingenuous. One could as easily 
argue that the content of the Qur’ân, which consists almost exclusively of 
elements adapted from the Judaeo-Christian tradition, must have disabled 
its sectaries in controversy with Jews and Christians.^ The role of the 
miracle as prophetical credential was of such currency in the formulation 
of monotheistic religion as to make derivation from a single source a futile 
exercise indeed.*^ Rabbinic elforts to drcumscribe the admissibility of such 
must be weighed against explicit pronouncements on the subject expressed 
in terms of popular faith, for example, by Maimonides .5 

The thoroughly traditional character of Müslim polemic may be judged 
from the protests of mortality and disclaimers of miracles in the text of 
scripture itself.^ What became, despite those assertions, the specifically 
Muhammadan miracle is alluded to in passages containing a demand not 
merely for credentials, but for written confirmation of the word of God, 

e.g. 0.4; 153 tU-JI ^ üî That 

particular request is attributed to those already in possession of a scriptural 
revelation {ahi al-kitâb), Similar instances may logically be ascribed to 
the same quarter, even when not explicitly stated, e.g. Q. 17: 93,21: 5, 43: 


* Jâbi?> Kitâb Hujaj al-^nubuzvwa, 145-^, but in a context in which the objective his- 
toricity of prophetical biographies is criticaUy examined; îbn Qutayba, Tazoİl, 10. 

* Kashshâfii, 127: no prophet without a miracle; conversely, there could be no miracle 
without a prophet, cf, *Abd al-Jabbâr, Taimh aî-Qur*ân, 480 ad Sûra 105. 

3 *Zur Muhammadlegende’, 41—9; anticîpated by Schreiner, ‘Zur Geschichte*, 593-5; 
apparently shared by Becker, ‘Christliche Polemik*, 437, and Wensinck, Tropheten*, 
192-8. Conciusions drawn from the writings ascribed to John of Damascus are anyway 
questionable unless restricted, as they seldom are, to an assessment of polemical tactics, 
see my observations BSOAS xxxiii (1970) 391-3. 

* Cf. JefFery, ‘Scripture*, 132-3; Khoury, Theologiens byzantins^ 89. 

5 Iggeret Teman, 56; cf. Gerhardsson, Memory, 178, 213. 

* See above, p. 65; and I, pp. 6-7. 
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31, 47: 20, 74; 52. Collocation in scripture of ‘prophethood and the book^ 
(cjl^SOlj Q. 29: 27, 57: 26) or ‘the book, judgement/wisdom, and 
prophethood* j 3: 79, 6:89, 45: 16) refers exclusively 

to the Jews.ı For verses of outspokenly polemical content, like Q. 35; 40 
dJL, uiu-o j*l (cf. 37: 157, 46:4), I aminclined to in- 

terpret kitâb as decree/authority {sultân, cf. 7: 71, 37: 156), rather than 
book (scripture), a conjecture supported by Zamakhshari as well as by 
Quranic usage.^ Kitâb as scripture is seldom differentiated in the Qur’ân, 
and exactly which scripture is meant can be elicited only from context .3 
The inherent ambiguity sensed by exegetes for many passages is reflected 
in Abû *Ubayda*s gloss of dhalika *l-kitâb (that book) in Q. 2: 2 as hâdhâ 
^l~qur^ân (this Qur’ân).'* 

Attempts at closer definition of kitâb, such as nasib min aUkitâb (a por- 
tion of the book, Q, 3: 23, 4: 44, 51, 7: 37), do not in fact eliminate the 
ambiguity, though in the exegedcal tradition those passages were inter- 
preted as allusions to the Torah.s On the other hand, tafsil al~kitâb 
(analysis/explication of the book) is önce (Q. 10: 37) expressly predicated 
of the Qur’ân, while the term taf 0 is elsewhere (6: 154, 7: 145, possibly 
17: 12) a reference to the Mosaic revelation. The locution kitâb allâh (book 
of God), occurring nine times in Müslim scripture (five of which may well 
mean ‘decree’), shared in the exegetical tradition a similar ambivalence. 
The aiternative kitâb allâh and gur'ân in variant traditions of 'Umar’s 
instructions to Abû Mûsâ have been noticed.^ A number of revealing 
anecdotes are related of the same caliph, e.g. that retailed by Ibn Hazm, 
according to which 'Umar was one day approached by the rabbi Ka'b 
carrying a book {sifr !), who said to him: Here is the Torah, read it! 'Umar 
replied: If you are certain that that is what God revealed to Moses, then 
I will read it night and day! The variant reply ‘Then read it during the 
night and day’, ili suited both to the preceding imperative in Ka'b’s 
utterance and to the spirit of the story, reflects the dogmatic impulse 
responsible for another anecdote, in which Muhammad forbade 'Umar to 
read the Torah.^ Just before the caliph’s assassination the same rabbi in- 
formed him of his imminent death, indicating that he had found it pre- 

dicted in the book of God, the Torah (ötj^t J^j 3^ -Uli J oJUÎ).® 

* Cf. Horovitz, Untersuckungefij 73: a conjectured calque of Hebrew tripartite scripture. 

* Kashshâfni, 61*; ad Q. 35: 40. iv, 64.ad37: 157; cf. Augapfeî, ‘Das *‘kitâb“ im Qurân’, 

393 - 

3 See Künstlinger, ‘Kitâb*, 238-47; id. ‘Gottes-Schriften*, 72-84. 

* Wansbrough, ‘Periphrastic exegesis*, 250, 256. 

5 Cf. Künstlinger, ‘Mathânî*, 596-8. 

^ See above, p. 57. 

^ Kitâb al~Fİşal waUmilal i, 217; Goldziher, ‘Polemik*, 345. 

® Taban, Annales I/2722-3; cf. BSÖAS xxxi (1968) 614-15, and below, IV pp. 189-90. 
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In a difFerent context altogether, Ibn Hajar was constrained to observe 
that the locution Mtâb allâh could refer to the Quranic codex {muşhaf),^ 

Collective designation of scripture(s) as kutub allâh (books of God) 

occurs in enumeration of the signs, as in Q. 2: 285 

(cf- 4‘ ^6:13, and the pair, 34: 44 and 68: 37, inwhichis 

stressed the plight of those not granted a scriptural revelation). In exegetical 
literatüre the total number of Imtub allâh was given variously: 70,104,125, 
163, the lowest figüre being in ali likelihood a reflex of 4 Ezra 14: 4S“7.^ 
‘Books’ as prophetical credential is a notion widely attested in Judaeo- 
Christian literatüre, for which the paradigm was undoubtedly the Mosaic 
revelation .3 In view of the Central role played by the figüre of Mosesin both 
the scripture and prophetology of İslam, his relegation to the rank of sor- 
cerer in Ibn Qutayba’s typology of miracles is striking. So too, the dichotomy 
between the Arabian prophet of the evangelium and the recipient of God’s 
final revelation, itself a miracle. Implicit in the typology is not merely the 
initial exchange of roles, but also precedence of the book över the prophet. 
It seems to me unlikeîy that such a development could have taken place 
outside the tradition of Rabbinic Judaism, in which Moses the leader of 
his people was succeeded by Moses the bearer of divine revelation. 
Translation of the word of God into a written record (scripture) was an 
essential element in the Mosaic tradition (Exodus 34: 27), perpetuated in 
the imagery of classical Hebrew prophecy (e.g. Isaiah 30: 8, Jeremiah 
30: zy 

Quranic reference to the word of God may also, and not unexpectedly, 
be allusion to scripture, e.g. Q. 4: 46 ^ ^ 

(similarly 5: 13, 41), in which the action explicit in tahrif could 
only apply to the written word.s Conceptually related to halim (words) 
in those verses is ^fla;/(speech) in Q. 50: 29 (^JÜ J^l U, as well as 
kalimât (words) in 6: 115 V (similarly 10: 64) and kalâm 

(speech) in 48: 15 jüHİ UIL 6Î (cf- 2: 7 S). In three of its 

four occurrences halim requires to be understood as scripture (viz. Q, 4: 
46, 5: 13, 41; the exception in 35: 10). Similarly ali four occurrences 
of hâlâm, which appears only in construct "vvith allâh (viz. Q. 2: 75, 9: 
6, 48: 15, 7: 144, the last with an appropriate pronominal suffix). Qawl 
may be interpreted as scripture not only in Q. 50: 29, but also 23: 68 

' Apud Suyûtî, Itqân i, 221. 

* See Abbott, SALPi, 54; Widengren, Apostle of God, 139-46; Eissfeldt, Eirdeitung, 
773 - 

3 Von Rad, Theologyii^ 40-5. 

* Cf. Jeffery, ‘Scripture*, 127. 

* See below, IV pp. 188—92. 
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and 39: 18, though it more often renders Vord of God’ in the sense of 
an expression of divine will (decree, e.g. 16: 40, 27; 82, 37; 31). In 
that dynamistic sense kalimât is also employed, e.g. Q. 2; 37 (Adam) 
and 2: 124 (Abraham), but more common in that usage is the singular 
kalıma, save for amr (utterance) the Standard Quranic locution for God’s 
decree, Avhether retributive (10: 33, 39; 19) or Creative (7; 137, 37: 
171).* Thus may be understood also those passages designated by 
O’Shaughnessy the *ChristoIogical verses’ (i.e. Q. 3: 39, 45, 4: 171).^ It is 
only in the context of Quranic kalimajamr that one may speak of a reflex 
of the logos doctrine in Müslim theology, and that in a Philonic rather than 
Trinitarian sense.^ A possible influence of the Christian doctrine might, 
however, be seen in sectarian phraseology, for example, interpretation of 
kalimat al-faşi in Q. 42: 21 as *Alî b. Abî Tâlib, or in the extreme formula- 
tions of the mystics on the Creative power of the prophet Muhammad.-^ 
For the Ash'arite doctrine on the etemity of the Qur*ân it is kalâm allâh 
(scripture) which was the subject of controversy, and which may be dis- 
tinguished from katima, rather as in Christian theology logos and rhema 
refer respectively to Christ and scripture.^ In Hebrew scripture the 
locution ‘word of God’ (niîT’ is characteristic primarily of the pro- 
phetic Oracle, and its status constructus may be judged comparable to that 
of Ouranic kalâm allâh,^ The semantic range of the Hebrew formula 
inciudes scripture (e.g. Jeremiah 30: 2, 36: 1-2), but also the episodic 
expression of God’s will (e.g. ı Samuel 3: 7> ı Chronicles 22: 8), which 
corresponds to Quranic kalimajamr. The specifically Creative command of 
Psalm 33: 9 "Tösn ms Kin W nöK Kin **3 may be compared with Q. 2: 117 

UU l^î or the retributive utterances of 

Isaiah 9: 7 and Amos ı: 2 with waqaa %qawl (the word fell) in Q. 27: 
82, 85. For the metaphorical sefatai of Psalm 89: 35 Saadya employed 
Arabic qawli (my speech), not only to avoid the anthropomorphism but 
also as reflex of a Quranic term for command.'^ 

The extraordinary position occupied by ‘scripture^ in Müslim propheto- 
logy requires to be examined in the light of two doctrines commonly 
interpreted as unique to the theology of İslam, namely, that the Qur*ân 
is inimitable and the word of God uncreated. Discussion of both tumed 
upon the form and content of kalâm allâh, which might seem to have taken 
on a dimension out of ali proportion to its role as prophetical bona fides. 
While that role was never neglected, it would be more realistic to suppose 

* But cf. Baljon, ‘Amr of God*, 7-18: equating amr with Biblical *€şah. 

* Koranic Cortcept, 19, 24 fî. 

* Pace Bouman, Conflit, 15-16; cf. Speyer, Erzaklungen, 24-5. 

^ Goldziher, Richtut^en, 304; Andrae, Person, 333-57: haifiqa muhammadiyya. 

s 0 *Shaughnessy, Koranic Concept, 62. 

® Von Rad, Theology ii, 87-8. ’ Galliner, Saadja, xxvi, 50 n. 18. 
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that the qualities of inimitability and etemity were formulated in the 
attempt to secure a position within the Müslim community for the docu- 
ment of revelation. The fact of canonicity, here postulated as sum of a long 
and uneven process of Gemeindebildung^ meant acceptance of scripture not 
merely as evidence for the divine conımission of one man, but also and 
more especially, recognition of its authority in the life of the community. 
Establishment of a historical connection between revelation and its reci- 
pient was, on the other hand, not simply a corollary of canonization.^ In 
the preceding pages it has been argued that the historical portrait of the 
Arabian prophet conforms to a pattem composed partly of the Quranic 
data on prophethood, in character emphatically Mosaic, and partly of 
motifs drawn from a narrative tradition typically associated with men of 
God. The centrality of that portrait in the description of its origins formu¬ 
lated by the Müslim community lies in the role of the prophet as paradigm 
{sunnd). The extent to whİGhrthe specifically prophetical Sunna represented 
a refashioning of customary law and community practice is not easy to 
determine.^ The tendency to subsume as much as possible of juridical 
precedent under the heading sunnat al-nabi was clear at the end of the 
second/eighth century, For a number of reasons, adduced at the end of the 
last chapter, the introduction of scripture as supplementary source of doc- 
trine cannot have been earlier. The appearance of technical literatüre on 
the dogmas of its inimitability and etemity was even later, Now, from 
chronological indications alone it might seem that the document of revela¬ 
tion had achieved canonicai status without being defined either as inimi- 
table or as uncreated, but rather by virtue of its association with the 
prophet of İslam. I am inclined to interpret that link as one designed to 
support not merely the daim of Muhammad to prophethood (reflected in 
Quranic emphasis upon the Mosaic revelation), but also the daim of 
revelation to an effective role in the life of the community (already regu- 
lated by the prophetical Sunna). Of the three qualities predicated of 
Müslim scripture it was undoubtedly that of faithfully preserved pro- 
phetîcal logia which accounted for its acceptance as a source of doctrine. 
That the îogia^ önce collected and canonized, might be granted enhanced 
status as the inimitable and uncreated word of God, would not appear to 
have been either logical or necessary. Both qualities, however, may be seen 
as reflexes of Rabbinic attitudes towards the Mosaic revelation, possibly 
adopted and modified in the course of Judaeo-Muslim polemic. 

In the document of revelation itself that polemic is exhibited in those 
verses containing a demand for ‘scripture* as sign, e.g. kitâh^ ş^hufy sûra, 
qur*ân. That such demands originated in a Jewish milieu is occasionally 
explidt (e.g. Q. 4: 153) and elsewhere a logical inference. If Christian, the 

* See above, I pp. 47-52. 

* Cf. Schacht, Origins, 180--9: legal masims in traditions. 
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reference will none the less have been to Hebrew scripture, equally 
canonical and perhaps the only meaningful instance of specifically scrip- 
tural revelation for adherents of that faith.^ Atterapts in the exegetical 
tradition to ascribe those demands to the pagan Arabs of Mecca represent, 
in my opinion, elements of a Nachdichtung designed precisely to illustrate 
the Hijazi origins of Islam.^ For that particular argument the exegetes 
were able to cali into evidence an undisputed ‘fact’ of Arabian history in 
the seventh century, namely, the rhetorical accomplishment of the Arabs, 
Similarly I would submit that the concomitant ^allenge to produce an 
identical or superior scripture (or portion thereof), expressed five times in 
the Quranic text(the taimddî Q. 2: 23, 10: 38, ıı: 13, 17: 88, 52: 
33-4), can be explained only within a context of Jewish polemic. In three 
of those verses (Q, 10: 38, ıı: 13, 52: 33-4) the challenge: Then produce 
a süraft^n sürasja hadith (!) like it, follows immediately upon an allegation 
of forgery {yagülûn aftarâhujtaqawwalahu)y a charge which might be 
thought to come from those familiar with scriptural revelation, Further, 

the Principal of the tahaddî verses, Q. 17: 88 fy^\j 

jSUi V (jT^I IÂa IjjL (jÎ jJjfr appears in a context introduced 

by a locus classicus for the celebrated ‘rabbinical’ test of prophethood (17: 85 
And they ask you about the Spirit). Finally, a paraphrase of the challenge 

may be found in Q, 28: 49 ja ^1 ^ 

where the quality of excellence is predicated alike of Qur’ân and Torah. 

In what precisely the inimitability of Müslim scripture {tjâz al~qur'ân) 
consists was the subject of long, ardent, and finally unresolved dispute.^ 
Considered schematically, the material of controversy inciuded arguments 
based upon: {a) divine prevention of the prophet’s contemporaries and 
posterity from producing a successful counterfoil {sarfa: a position tradi- 
tionally associated with the Mu'tazilî Nazzâm); (b) the contents of the 
document, seen to inciude Information about matters past, present, and 
future which could not possibly have come by natural means to the un- 
lettered prophet {akhbâr al-ghayb: thus the dogmatic emphasis upon 
Muhammad^s illiteracy^); (c) its composition {na:pnjtd*lîf)y an area ex- 
tended to inciude not merely linguistic form but artistle strueture in the 
broadest terms possible, a consequence in part of rejeetion of the sarfa 
argument, seen by some to reduce the Qur*ân to the status of any pheno- 
menon contra naturam {khâriq lil-âdd), 

* Gerhardsson, Memory, 226. 

* See above, pp. 58, 62, 72; I pp. 36-7; and below, IV pp. 122-6: the ‘rabbinical’ test 
of prophethood. 

3 A synoptic view in Suyûtî, Itqân, naw' 64: iv, 3-23; cf, Sehreiner, ‘Zur Geschichte’, 
663-75: von Grunebaum, £/, s.v. rdjâz. 

^ See above, pp. 62-3; I p. 38. 
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From those three basic orientations elements were combined and varied 
mth considerable ingenuity producing, save in the close rhetorical 
analysis of Jurjâni and, to a lesser degree, of Baqillânî, a final synthesis 
characterized by subjective expression of the document’s unimpeachable 
tvisdom and clarity.* The slightly unrealistic and, in the end, unsatisfactory 
nature of the sarfa argument, whose very terms were self-defeating, 
follow€d from its precluding the test which itself would demonstrate the 
inimitability of the Qur’ân. Thus it was that references to content, with 
appropriate stress upon the vaticinatiOy and to form may be seen to repre- 
sent the dogma as distilled from the tradition. Assessment of the content 
of scripture tended to be ethical rather than aesthetic and expressed as 
wonder that one book could contain so much, indeed ali that might be of 
utility to men. That its incomparable composition was not self-evident 
seems clear from the amount of literatüre produced to support the argu¬ 
ment that it was. In this field attitudes ranged from a scrupulous desire to 
avoid the stigma of preciosity {takaîluf) attaching to the Quranic style to 
the express intention of finding there the archetypes of ali rhetorical 
device.^ Views on the applicability of the rhetorical Sciences to the problem 
of tjâz inciude the affirmation of Suyûtl, that such could be apprehended 
only by means of those Sciences {ma'âni, bayan, badV), the denial of Ibn 
Hazm, that the word of God {kalâm allâh) could in any manner be com- 
pared to human utterance {kalâm al-makhiügîn), and the carefully qualified 
statement of Bâqillânî, that while a variety of rhetorical embellishment was 
exhibited in scripture, such must be irrelevant to the fact of its inimi- 
tability .3 

The significance of the tjâz controversy may, I think, be sought else- 
where than in its theological implications. In the course of those dis- 
cussions it was, naturally, asked whether the Torah and Gospel(s), being 
the word of God, did not share \vith the Qur’ân the quality of inimitability. 
The reply, not smprisingly, was no: (a) though like the Qur’ân they did 
contain reports of the unknown {akhbâr al-ghayb), there was nothing of 
the miraculous in their style (nazm) or their structure (taUîf); (b) this 
because God had not described them as such, nor had the challenge 
(tahaddî) been referred to them, nor did the language(s) in which they were 
written contain anything of eloquence {faşâha) ; (c) and finally, because no 
such daim had been made for those books by their sectaries.'* A further 
point, attributed to Zarkashî and Zamakhshari, stressed the Quranic 

' See Weisweiler, ‘Unnachahmİichkeit*, 77-121; von Grunebaum, Tenth-Century 
Document; Bouman, Conjiit; Suyûtî, Itqân iv, 11-7. 

* e.g. the dispute about madhhab kalâmî, see below, IV pp. 232-3; cf. von Grunebaum, 
Tenth-century Document, xv on the Venerable Bede. 

^ Suyûtî, Itqân iv, 186; Ibn liazm, Kitâb al-Fişal iü, 18-19; Bâqillânî, Fjâz, 107, in¬ 
iz; von Grunebaum, op. cit. 49, 54 - 5 ; Bouman, Conflit, 71. 

^ Bâqülân!, Fjâz, 31-2; Bouman, Conflit, 66. 
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arrangement {tartib) in süra^ according to divine plan, while such divisions 
in the texts of other scriptures were the work of their compilers.^ 

Of those arguments only one might be thought to contain some objective 
hasis outside the immediate terms of the controversy, namely, the con- 
viction that eloquence was peculiar to the Arabic language. Introduction 
of that element into what purported to be theological doctrine served a 
dual purpose: Müslim prophetology was enriched by the concept of a 
lingua saçta, and the elaboration of İslam characterized by its exclusively 
Arabian origins. Exegesis of the tahaddi verses, in order to underline the 
complete failure to meet the challenge {mu arada: the absence of logic in 
that reasoning was never admitted), presupposed the specifically Arabic 
eloquence of ali contestants.^ When these failed, as indeed they must, how 
could the daim to inimitability be denied? Rather more important than 
the challenge which, paradoxically, must have been addressed to those 
familiar with scripture, was the notion that the word of God could be 
bound to a particular medium. For a number of reasons such a view was 
hardly possible for Christians, though evidence of an emphatically con- 
servative attitude to the Biblical text was not wanting even there.^ On the 
other hand, Rabbinic (and Targumic) designation of Biblical Hebrew as 
the lingua sacra {leshon ha-qode 5 h) might seem to have provided the imme¬ 
diate Vorbild for Müslim usage.'^ Now, there is admittedly no equivalent 
in Rabbinic theology to the dogma of Vjâz aUqur^ân, and Jewish polemic 
concerned with that doctrine appears to have taken as point of departure, 
by calling into question, the Müslim premiss that the Quranic style was 
demonstrably superior to that of profane compositions in Arabic.® It 
might indeed be supposed that no other course was öpen to those whose 
notion of lingua sacra was not bound to Arabic: aesthetic assessment of 
the Quranic style was almost necessarily a preoccupation internal to the 
Müslim community. Two aspects of the dogma which, however, could 
have been devised to meet the needs of external polemic were the fact of 
a sacred language other than Hebrew, and its appropriate bestowal upon a 
people whose appreciation of rhetorical niceties was established.^ 

A third aspect of the Vjâz controversy generated an independent series 
of dogmatic propositions. In retailing Mu'tazili views on the inimitability 
of the Qur’ân Ash'arî cited the insistence of Nazzâm on the sarfa argument 
and added that both Hishâm Fuwati and 'Abbâd b. Sulaymân refused to 

* Apud Suyûtî, Itqân i, ı86~7; cf. the opposition mun(^jam: jtmla in discussions of the 
mode of revelation, above, I pp. 36-8. 

* e.g. as in Ibn Qutayba, Tazuîl, 17; Bouman, Conflit, 66-73, seems here to have 
missed the point of the argument. 

3 See Loewe, ‘Latin Vulgate*, in CHB ii, 106-7. 

^ Cf. Segal, Mishnaic Hebreio, 2-3. 

5 Cf. the fragments in Steinschneider, Polemische Literatür, 103, 314 n. 23. 

® See below, III pp. 93—9. 
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acknowledge the Qur*ân either as witness to the existence of God or as 
credential for the prophet.^ While the sarfa argument could be inverted 
to demonstrate the fact of Arab eloquence (in the absence of which divine 
prevention of an imitation would have been unnecessary!), the rejection 
of revelation as miracle provoked a different kind of rebuttaL The rejection 
was based upon an assertion that the word of God, hence the Qur’ân (sic), 
could only be described in relation to the existence of God as contingent 
Çarad): the Mu'taziK definition of God’s unity {tatohîd) precluded adducing 
contingencies as witness either to His being or to His actions, Now, it is 
generally assumed that the Mu'tazilî position represented a reaction to an 
earlier and more popularly held view that the "vvord of God, hence the 
Qur’ân {sic)y was neither contingent nor created but, rather, inseparable 
from the unqualified existence of its creator. But it is difficult indeed to 
discem from the expression of Mu'tazilî views, most of which are preserved 
only in the later works of their triumphant adversaries, whether they 
exhibit opposition to other vievvs already expressed, or merely the articula- 
tion of conciusions derived from their own creed. Worthy of remark is 
that the three Mu tazilî spokesmen cited by Ash'arî ali lived in the first 
half of the third/ninth century, and that the utterances ascribed to them 
were made with specific reference to the inimitability of the Qur’ân. It 
might be thought that acceptance (or rejection except on the condition 
of sarfa) of its inimitability somehow entailed definition of the Qur’ân as 
uncreated. As I have indicated, both qualities appear to have been formu- 
lated with less concem for the description of prophetical bona fides than 
for assertion of the document's canonical status within the community. 
It may of course be argued that the evidence for a connection of the two 
dogmas is too circumstantial to be of real value, and that, in any case, the 
relation between the two cannot be described as causal. Ash'arî noted that 
most members of the Mu'tazila accepted the inimitability of the Qur'ân 
(defined in terms of its composition!) without, apparently, admitting that 
it was uncreated.^ The converse could hardly have been postulated. 

In Fiqh Akbar I there is, expectedly, no mention of the uncreated 
Qur’ân. In the Wanyat AK Hanîfa^ dated by Wensinck towards the middle 
of the third/ninth century, the dogma is set out in Article IX, but without 
mention of inimitability. ^ Those data accord vfith what seems to have been 
the chronological framework of the controversy, from which emerged an 
instructive terminus ad quem; c. 235/850/ The opinions of the dissenting 
Mu'tazila cited by Ash'an had been expressed at about that date. The 
harmony betvveen these details and the chronology proposed for the pro- 

* Maqâlât al-Isîârmyyin, 225-6; cf. Bouman, Conflity 19. 

* Maqdlât, loc. cit.; an example was the Mu'tazilî *Abd al-Jabbâr, cf. Bouman, *Doc- 
trine*, 67-86. 

3 See above, I p. 44; Wensmck, Creed^ 127, 149-51, 187. 

^ Cf. Watt, ‘Early discussions*, 29 n. 5, 33, 36. 
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cess of canonization ought not to be overlooked. Now, that process might 
be described as the collocation of several elements: a corpus of pro- 
phetical logia, the figüre of a prophet, a sacred language, and an un- 
equivocally divine sanction for ali three. Reconstruction of the manner in 
which these elements were evolved and adjusted to produce a more or less 
final and satisfactory synthesis can only be conjectural. It may be clear 
from the preceding observations that I regard the acquisition within the 
community of these elements as having taken place in the sequence set out 
above. Their interaction might be envisaged as follows: attribution of 
several, partially overlapping, collections of logia (exhibiting a distinctly 
Mosaic imprint) to the image of a Biblical prophet (modified by the material 
of the Muhammadan evangelium into an Arabian man of God) with a 
traditional message of salvation (modified by the influence of Rabbinic 
Judaism into the unmediated and finally immutable word of God). 

Achievement of the final stage in the process may be equated with the 
declaration that the Qur^ was uncreated. Identification of the Qur’ân 
document with the word of God {kalâm allâh) was derived from a traditional 

metaphor, e.g. Q. 9: 6 aJJl Afurther identificationof 

the Qur*ân document with the word of God as interpreted in the discussions 
of divine attributes {şifâty appears to entail a transition from metaphorical 
to veritable sense, which may be traced to the imagery of Q. 85: 21-2 

(3 jly jA Jj. The concept of a celestial archetype evoked 

by this verse, which was crucial in the şifât discussions,^ belongs to an 
ancient and weil-attested tradition, in which of course the referent was the 
word of God as injunction, law, even register, but not ‘scripture' in the sense 
of record of revelation.^ From the notion of ‘law’ inherent in the use of 
lawh (tablet) it is at least conceivable that gufân in Q. 85: 21-2 could be 
functionally equated with the Mosaic law, and more particularly with the 
Rabbinic concept of the pre-existent Torah as the immutable word of 
God.^ That the ultimate authority of God*s decree might thus be fixed 
provided a more or less satisfactory solution to the problem of scripture 
as normative in the life of the conununity. But theological difficulties 
provoked by the possible charge of dualism remained, and attempts to 
solve or to evade these are evident in the works of masoretic exegesis, e.g. 
Abû *Ubayda’s interpretation of Q, 85: 22 as lühin mahfuzun.^ The 

* e.g. Ash'arî, Maqâlât, 582-607; cf. Goldziher, ‘Fachr al-dîn aİ-Râzî*, 245-7. 

^ Cf. Ash‘ari, Maqâîât, 549 ff. 

3 Cf. Horovitz, Untersuchungertf 65-6; Jeffery, ‘Scripture*, 51—3; but also Widengren, 
Apostle of God, 115-61: for the equation Wisdom-Tablet-Book. 

♦ e.g. Talm. Babl., Pesaljinı 54a, Nedarim 39b, and the Midrashic references in Speyer, 
Erzahlungen 34 n. 2; see above, I pp. 35«“6, 

^ Wansbrough, ‘Periphrastic exegesis*, 252 no. 29; cf. Zamakhshari, Kashshâf iv, 
733 ad loc. 
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reading ‘preserved in an atmosphere’ might be thought analogous to 
Saadya’s theory of awir sheniy formulated to avoid the implications of a 
hypostasized word of God.^ In contrast with the masoretes, Müslim 
theologians found satisfaction in distinguishing bet\veeıı the eternal word of 
of God as concept {jncCna) and its reproduction {daliljtanzil), an argument 
derived from a series of grammatical oppositions: qirffa-maqrü\ kitaba- 
maktüby dhikr-madhkûr. That formulation appears to have been the work 
of Nazzâm (d. 231/846) or Ibn Kullâb (d. 240/854), incorporated finally 
into the theories of BâqiIIânî (d. 403/1013). Its refutation by the late 
Mu'tazil! *Abd al-Jabbâr (d. 416/1025) was unconvincing.^ 

Such problems, with their Solutions, remained peripheral. Textual 
explication of Müslim scripture was able to accommodate variant, emenda- 
tion, anomaly, ellipsis, pleonasm, in short ali that might be described as 
characteristic of any literary record, irrespective of convictions about its 
source. The most interesting aspect-by far of the application of literary 
criticism to the text of revelation was the extrapoİ2tion, from an allegedly 
profane tradition, of aesthetic criteria formulated to describe the substance 
and function of a sacred language. That was the product of masoretic 
exegesis.3 The Müslim masoretes were above ali grammarians, whose 
primary task was to relate the anomalies of a lingua sacra to the demands of 
a normative description of language. With analysis of that process the 
followmg chapter is concerned. 

* Altmann, ‘Theory*, 20-4. 

* Bouman, Conflity 20-3, 37-8, 73-80; id. ‘Doctrinc*, 74-84. 

5 See below, IV pp. 202-37. 



III 


ORIGINS OF CLASSICAL ARABIC 

Historical descriptions of the Arabic language are reminiscent of a 
celebrated discussion among Renaissance humanists about the intrasion 
of Italian into areas allocated by tradition to classical Latin. Against the 
isolated conjecture that the literary (Latin) and vemacular (Italian) 
languages were coeval but functionally separate was ranged a series of 
arguments concerned to describe a developmental relation between sermo 
urbanus and sermo plebeius : the latter was the product either of barbarians’ 
misuse of the former, or of local (indigenous) deformation; conversely, 
sermo mbanus might be described as a conscious (social and aesthetic) 
refinement of sermo plebeius} The hypothesis of a functional dichotomy, 
to be qualified by the observation that usage varied not with social position 
but with the demands of a given linguistic situation, was both non- 
evolutionary and not very forcefully asserted. The three evolutionary 
concepts appeared, on the other hand, to make some sense of the historical 
data, and have survived as points of departure for those theories of linguis¬ 
tic genealogy which have not been entirely discredited. 

Nowhere have such proved more durable than in studies of the position 
occupied by Classical Arabic in the historical development of Semitic 
languages. An inclination to see in Classical Arabic (CA) at least the 
phonological and morphological constituents of a hypothetical Proto- 
Semitic is both understandable and of some value for comparative and 
diachronic analyses. To draw from the same data conciusions about the 
origins and evolution of CA involves implicit acceptance of considerable 
non-linguistic material often and erroneously supposed to be ‘historical 
fact\ I refer to such assumptions as that of the isolation of speakers/writers 
of Arabic within the Arabian peninsula up to the seventh century, or that 
of the existence of a ne vartetur text of the Islamic revelation not later than 
the middle of the same century. Both the origin and the utility of those 
assumptions are patent. Evidence of abrasion (phonological/morphological) 
and of interference (syntactic/lexical) could be ascribed to the use of CA 
by foreigners or to widespread dislocation \vithin the Arabic-speaking 
community, both being consequences of the expansion of İslam during the 
seventh century. Moreover, that CA could survive to serve as model 
(orthographic/grammatical) for a literary language could be explained by 


* Vossler, Einfiihrung ins Vtdgörlatein, 48-5». 
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the fixed, sacred, and immutable text of the Qur*ân, representing the 
highest form of rhetorical achievement in Arabic. Provision of a geo- 
graphical and chronological setting for the diachronic examination of 
CA enabled observers of the purely linguistic phenomena to interpret these 
as evidence of a more or less uninterrupted process of decline: movement 
away from a point of linguistic (and ethnic!) purity towards a sitıiation 
characterized by fragmentation, dialect cleavage, unattainable ideals, and a 
permanent tension between theory and practice. The historical assumptions 
underiying such an interpretation of the data are, however, not merely 
unverifiable, but also internally inconsistent and, in some respects, 
demonstrably false. 

Now, the marshalling of phonological evidence (consonantal range/ 
vocalic quality and position) as well as of that pertaining to morphology 
and, in the strictest sense, to gratnmar (inflexion: case/mood) might be 
thought unexceptionable, so long as it is recognized that such material 
reflects the highly specialized and often idiosyncratic usage of rather 
meagre literary records preserved in comparatively late recensions.^ 
Syntactical evidence has been interpreted as exhibiting the effects of a 
normative process, and thus as proof of some distance between CA and 
Proto-Semitic, whose proximity, on the other hand, had been inferred 
from the witness to phonology and morphology.^ There is, of course, no 
compelling reason why any of that linguistic material should yield con- 
clusions of a chronological, as opposed to structural, nature. In the context 
of evolutionary interpretation, the work of Vollers with reference to the 
consonantal range of CA as exhibiting, in relation to Proto-Semitic, not 
preservation, but rather, phonetic proliferation, and to the essentially 
euphonic and rhetorical significance of the Vrâb phenomena, represented 
a reaction to traditional views, but required at the same time, in order to 
fit the geographical/chronological environment alleged to have produced 
the earliest Arabic literatüre, a very questionable reconstruction of the 
history of the Quranic text .3 The concept of CA as a kind of linguistic 
(and literary) canon, apart from reflecting a well-attested and strongiy 
entrenched tradition of rhetorical criticism, may owe something of its 
putative authority, at least for modem philological scholarship, to its 
role as confirmation cum source of Proto-Semitic reconstructions. For 
identification of actual specimens of CA, exponents of that scholarship 
have for the most part been content to accept the received tradition as 
found in works of rhetoric and exegesis, namely, that CA is exhibited 
in the corpus of poetry described as pre-Islamic and in the document of 

^ e.g. GVG i, 23-4, ıaO“i, 459-62, 554; Moscati, Comparative Gramftıar, 14, 52, 
95-6. I34-5- 

* e.g. Bergstrâsser, Einfûkrung, 134-5; Blau, *Problems\ ı. 

5 ‘Arabisch und Semitisch', 165—217; id. Review: Nöldeke, Zur Grammatiky 125—39; 
id. Volksspracke, 55-175. 
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Islamic revelation. The only deduction possible was that, within the 
bounds imposed by available literary remains, CA stood at the beginning 
and not at the end of or at a point in the course of a long and varied 
linguistic evolution.^ To interpret that evolution, which seems always to 
to have been identified with description of the vicissitudes of CA in a post- 
classical environment, two criteria in particular have emerged with an 
apparently reasonable daim both to utility and to objectivity. 

The first of these may be described as a cluster of interpretative prin- 
ciples derived from the concept of koine^ adduced to provide a terminus 
ad quem for the historical evolution of CA. Koine has been employed to 
designate; (ı) the language of pre-Islamic poetry and Qur ân, (2) a kind 
of bedouin lingua franca, and (3) the hypothetical source of modem 
sedentary vernaculars.^ Despite the inadvisability of accepting one term 
for such varied phenomena, the several applications of koine reflect a 
certain unity of impulse, namely, to describe difference in terms of diver- 
gence from a single source, an intellectual principle commonly associated 
with genetic linguistics. Though the implications of koine taxonomy for 
the history of Arabic, particularly in respect of its second and third uses, 
have been questioned and eventually modified, the definition of CA as 
the language of poetry and of revelation has not been unseated.^ The koine 
principle was also applied to the scanty and problematic evidence of dialect 
cleavage to produce a series of plausible if necessarily hypothetical polari- 
ties; e.g. regional (Nejd-Hijaz), economic (nomadic-sedentary), social 
(patrician-plebeian), ethnic Çarab-^ajam). One result of the experiment 
was to demonstrate that, contrary to the assertions of Müslim philologists, 
CA was not and had never been identifiable with any single Arabian 
dialect.'^ By a somewhat eccentric application of logic, that negative 
argument confirmed the idcntification of CA with the ineptly formulated 
‘poetic koine\ 

The second criterion adduced to describe the fortunes of CA inciudes 
several variations upon the theme of pseudo-correction. As a descriptive 
principle pseudo-correction presupposes the existence of an acknowIedged 
Standard of linguistic (or literary) excellence and witness, across a range 
of individual speakers/writers, to incomplete mastery of it.s Thus, the 
evidence of pseudo-correction cannot alone be employed to demonstrate 

' Which did not, of course, preclude versions of a hypothetical pre-history, cf. Rabin, 
‘Beginnings^ 35-6. 

* Cf. Blach^re, Histoire i, 79—82; Fück, *Arabîyay 7; Nöldeke, ‘Das klassische Arabisch 
und die arabischen Dialekte*, BSSy 13; Ferguson, ‘Arabic koine^ 616-30. 

3 Cf. Cohen, ‘Koine’, 119-44; Blau, Fmergc/ıce, 10-18; GVG 1,23; Spitaler, Review: 
Fück, *ArQbîyay 145. 

e.g. Rabin, WesuArahiany 17-24; id. ‘Beginnings’, 32-4- view that CA could 
be traced ultimately to a dialect was, incidentally, not the exclusive property of Müslim 
scholarship. 

5 See Blau, Pseudo-corrections, 1 1-22. 
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existence of a linguistic/literary Standard, proof of which must already 
have been established. For the history of CA it need hardly be added that 
applications of this criterion vvill not be very helpful in determining just 
when that particular form of the language attained its status as Standard.^ 
But the usefiılness of the principle is not thereby exhausted. Absence of 
pseudo-correct features may indicate either mastery of the Standard or, 
altematively, that the Standard is not distinguishable from the usus hquetîdL 
The two possibilities may, it seems to me, be regarded as mutually ex- 
clusive, evident from the composition of works in faultİess CA by authors 
who could not conceivably have spoken that language. To insist that the 
absence of pseudo-correct features in the Qur’ân (accepting that such is 
the case) reflects not mastery of the literary idiom but rather the ‘true 
vernacular of Mecca’ involves an assumption based on non-linguistic 
evidence, namely, that at the time the Qur’ân was recorded in writing 
the literary and spoken languages were, at least in Mecca, indistinguish- 
able.^ Necessarily conjectural, that assertion would appear also to pre- 
clude an alternative possibility: that when the Qur’ân was recorded in 
writing the grammar of CA had been formulated and could be learned by 
someone whose mother tongue it was not. Chronological problems are, 
of course, not thereby solved, but neither are they prejudged by tacit 
acceptance of the 'Uthmanic recension traditions. The criterion of pseudo- 
correction, like that of the koine concept, has served iilogically to confirm 
the position of CA in seventh-century Arabia by dependence upon it as a 
historical fact. As instruments of synchronic analysis both criteria are of 
indisputable value; for purposes of historical description they are at best 
convenient fictions. 

For the diachronic study of CA linguists have naturally, if somewhat 
ingenuously, had recourse to the framework supplied by historians of the 
early centuries of İslam. In their construction of that frame\vork historians, 
in tum, have relied largely upon a corpus of literatüre extant only in 
recensions dating from the beginnings of the third/ninth century. Excep- 
tions to that circumstance are few, indeed, the majör one being, in the 
consensus of Müslim and Orientalist scholarship, the text of the Islamic 
revelation itself. General assent to 'le fait coranique ’3 links in an extraordi- 
nary manner the most disparate and even contradictory interpretations of 
early Islamic history, a secondary consequence of which has been affirma- 
tion of the ‘fact* by virtue of repeated assertion. In an essay which did not 
depart significanüy from the traditional view of the Hijazi origins of 
İslam, the historian C. H. Becker proposed a distinction between the 

* Consider the dates of the material so carefuîly analysed by Blau in his Grammar of 
Ckristian Arabic, 2-36; cf. BSOAS xxxi (1968) 610-13. 

* Cf. Blau, Pseudo-correctians^ 57-8 esp. n. 15. 

^ Blach^re, Histoire ii, 230-41. 
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processes of Arabicization and Islamization, in his opinion separated by a 
period of from two to three centuries.^ The former term was applied to 
the several religiously neutral factors thought to have effected the move- 
ment of the Arabs beyond the frontiers of the Arabian peninsula; the 
latter to the subsequent imposition of religious uniformity upon subject 
peoples by an Islamic power, While not at ali concerned with the problems 
being exanıined here, Becker’s work provided a valuable lesson in the 
typological differentiation of source materials, according to which ‘le 
fait coranique’ might indeed qualify as ‘fact' but apparently only as one 
whose historical efFect was (temporarily) suspended. On that particular 
point there is at least room for argument,^ but the example is none the 
less instructive. I should like to propose a metaphorical extension of 
Becker’s dichotomy by defining Arabicization as the expression of a 
centrifugal force and figüre of expansion; conversely, Islamization could 
be interpreted as a centripetal force and figüre of contraction. Materially 
the antithetical figures might be understood to represent, on the one hand, 
the spread of Arabic dialects at a pace approximately consonant with that 
of the Arab conquests, and on the other, the imposition of CA as a 1 in- 
guistic/literary Standard. Symbolically the contrast would be one betvveen 
natural, uninhibited difFusion and artificial, consciously directed restric- 
tion. Linguistically Arabicization is characterized by a concept of language 
as the most convenient means for meeting the demands of normal com- 
munication (Mitteilungsbedürfnis), and Islamization by a concept of 
language as an instrument of education {Bildungsprtnzip). An example of 
the first was the introduction of Arabic as official language into the Umay- 
yad chancery; the example of the second was, of course, the Qur’ân. 

Now, it has for some time been assumed that both the chancery language 
in question and that of the Qur’ân represent CA, and further, that both 
reflect the ‘poetic koine^ asserted to have been the medium of pre-Islamic 
poetry. Since ali three may be described as forms of literary expression, 
the equation is at least theoretically valid. And from the notion of con- 
tinuity implicit there was born the concept of koine as descriptive prin- 
ciple in the historical analysis of CA. Whether or when the haine might 
have been even approximately similar to an Arabic vemacular is a problem 
stili awaiting solution, or reformulation. Rather more important, in my 
opinion, is whether the equation is in practice justifiable. May one, in 
fact, identify the language of poetry with that of scripture and, in tum, 
both with that of the earliest chancery papyri ? Further, what chronological 
conciusions can legitimately be drawn from the purely linguistic content 
of that material ? Orthographic and morphological features common to all 
three permit a degree of synchronic comparison. Lexical, syntactic, and 
above all, stylistic requirements of each of the three genres might be 

' ‘Der İslam als Problem’, 6-7. ^ See above, I pp. 43-52, 
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thought to preclude a diachronic analysis. Assertions of linguistic con- 
tinuity can here only be based upon non-linguistic data, and the first 
century of İslam can hardly be described as ‘a period fully in the light 
of history^^ 

From employment of the koine concept as an explicative mechanism to 
assertion of its historicity is, after aU, a long and significant step. If it is to 
be attempted at ali, the points of departure must be an exammation of 
five kinds of linguistic material, each with some daim to be representative 
of the earliest form of CA: 

1. Poetry (pre-Islamic and early Islamic). 

2. Qur*ân. 

3. Hadîth (subsuming literatüre). 

4. Ayyâm. 

5. Papyri. 

With the exception of the papyri, use of these data is subject to three 
caveats of general nature as well as to a number of specific reservations for 
each category. First, the purpose of each may be described as essentially 
educative rather than merely communicative. Literary composition with 
an avowed aim must be evaluated in terms of the rhetorical schemata 
consciously employed to achieve that aim, whether aesthetic, cultic, 
juridical, or historical, and seldom if ever constitutes disinterested lin¬ 
guistic evidence.2 Second, a curious quality of simultaneity characterizes 
the recensions in which this material has been preserved, as well as the 
commentary and other critical literatüre generated by it: ali appears to 
have come into existence at the end of the second/eighth and beginning of 
the third/ninth centuries. A concomitant homogeneity of subject-matter is 
reflected in the overlapping of genres: poetry placed within a narrative 
frame, prose relieved by poetic insertions both as exegesis and ornatus^ 
juridical and lexical problems solved by reference to scripture, scriptural 
problems solved by reference to jurisprudence and lexicography, all with 
approximately the same end in view: historical description of a situation 
two centuries earlier.^ Third, practical application of the linguistic data 
preserved in that literatüre has tended to blur what might be thought a 
traditionally valid distinction between prose and poetry: freely variable 
syntax as a function of rhetoric. Formulation of grammatical rules from 
poetry, from the style of scripture, or from omate prose is bound to result 
in a very specialized table of correct procedures, mt in a generally useful 
description of language. Resort to such may produce a circumscribed and 
unreahstic image, which will thus become a decidedly unattainable ideal. 

* As in Rabin, ‘Beginnings*, 29. 

^ See Wehr, Review: Fück, *Arabiya^ 185. 

3 See Spitaler, ‘Arabisch*, 125. 
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From the point of view of the Arab grammarians that may not have been 
unintentional. Results are, after ali, as much conditioned by method as by 
material.* 

It might seem from these observations that the real value of this material 
lies in its relevance to literary and scholarly activities within the community 
of İslam at about the tum of the second/eighth and third/ninth centuries. 
Such, at least, would be my provisional conciusion, but it is worth noting 
that despite the limitations set out here and acknowledged elsewhere, 
acceptance of the sources at face value continues to find adherents.^ 
Now, the single exception to a veıy strong possibility of Nachdichtung 
is the linguistic content of the chancery papyri. That has been assessed 
as exhibiting CA with some slight deviation of colloquial origin, or 
Middle Arabic admbcture.^ However that early chancery language may be 
described, it is clearly not the language either of poetry or of scripture. 
It could thus be allocated to the sphere of CA only by reference to a 
Standard posterior in time to the composition of the documents them- 
selves. Consideration of the resultant anachronism may have led Rabin 
to the hypothesis that the language of the papyri might be ‘a Classical 
Arabic («V!) not yet standardized by grammarians*.^ In practice it is 
essential to distinguish betvveen adaptations and translations from the 
Bj^antine epistolaris sermo and free composition in what could be called 
sub-literary or ‘business* Arabic, but also to observe that the chancery 
language as such eventually was, and in fact had to be, elaborated 
from both sources.^ Consistent deviation from a hypothetical CA in the 
language of the papyri may only be interpreted as such by reference to a 
Standard for which there are no extant loci probantes. Even the literary 
papyri studied by Abbott exhibit the same departures from ‘classical* 
Arabic.* It might indeed be thought that these reservations contribute to 
undermine the unitary concept of a ‘literary koine^ and, more especially, 
of its development no later than the sixth century. 

Lexical and syntactical disparities between the styles respectively of 
poetry, scripture, and chancery documents represent functional cleavages 
of a şort difficult to reconcile with the notion of a single source for CA. 
It can, in fact, be argued that neither poetry nor scripture could have, or 
ever did, become canons of actual linguistic usage, as opposed to sources 

* Spitaler,‘Arabisch*, ıa6; id. Review: Bloch, Vers und Sprache^ 317-18; Ullmaim, 
Rağazpcesie, 218-32. 

* e.g. Rabin^ ‘Beginnings*, 21-2; the same curious and quite illogical position seems to 
be that underiying Blachfere^s in many respects very useful Histoire. 

3 See e.g. Grohmann, Einfiikrung^ 103-7; Blau, Emergence, 123-32. 

^ Ely s.v. *Arabiyya: I, 564. 

5 Consider the rhetorical components of classical imhâ^y as extrapoîated from Qalqa- 
shandî by Björkman, Staatskanzlei, 87-92; but also the mcdieval European development 
of ars dtctamimSf Curtius» Europaische Literatür, 83. 

* e.g. SALP ii; my references in BSOAS xxxi (1968) 614-16. 
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of grammatical theory.^ Assertions to the contrary exhibit theological 
orientâtions defined to accommodate two dogmas inextricably part of the 
traditional assessment of Islamic origins, namely, those of the inimitability 
of the Qur’ân and of the rhetorical potential of the Arabic language.^ 
Both played considerable roles in the establishment of a chronological 
and geographical framework for the diachronic description of CA. On the 
other hand, the evolution suggested by an examination of the papyri 
displays what might appear to be a normal process of refinement: from the 
exigencies of administrative communication to the luxury of an elaborate 
Kunstprosa in the third/ninth century. For that development we have, at 
least, the requisite loci probantes: bilingual and monolingual chancery 
papyri, monolingual literary papyri, the prose parts of «ra, maghâzîy and 
ayyâm, as well as the haditk literatüre. Save as sources of stylistic em- 
bellishment {iqtibâs) and lexical exotica, scripture and poetry will hardly 
have affected the elaboration of a CA prose style, Avhether discursive or 
narrative. In their earliest definitive forms these styles may be studied in 
recensions of the third/ninth century, indicating thus a chronological span 
which might be thought to correspond to the time-lag of two to three 
centuries postulated by Becker for the separate processes of Arabiciza- 
tion and Islamization. Neither religious orthodoxy nor linguistic Standard 
could be imposed before each had achieved canonical status. 

Administrative employment of Arabic symbolized the beginnings of 
acculturation. On the basis of the chancery papyri that event could be 
dated to about 86/705.^ Against the ethnic composition of the Arab domin- 
ions at that time, the role of Arabic must be seen as primarily that of a 
practical instrument of communication (Verkehrssprache). Its subsequent 
development can be interpreted as the compound result of several non- 
linguistic factors: social and economic necessity, forraation of urban 
centres of difîusion, and prestige of the ruling minority. Evidence of 
bilingualism (substrate phenomena) and of diglossia (dialectal phenomena) 
ought not to be assessed with reference to a normative CA, for which there 
are no contemporary source materials, but rather \vith a view to the require- 
ments of the community served by that sub-literary language. It is im- 
portant to remember that from the beginning of that evolution to its end 
the evidence is always that of a written language, whatever its pre-history 
may have been. The material is thus always witness to formal and/or 
formalized communication, for which emergence of a Standard of excel- 
lence was not only its organizing principle but also its logical conclusion.^ 
The evolution so projected does not, however, require the existence of 
a pre-Islamic koiney and especially not one whose linguistic description can 

* See beîow, pp. 100-3. ^ See above, II pp. 79-82. 

3 Becker, Geschickte Âgyptens i, 130-1; Blachere, Histoire iii, 718. 

Cf. Weinreich, Langtioges in Contact, 74-82, 83-110; Garbell, ‘Remarks*, 303-5, 
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only be elicited from a corpus of bedouin and courtly poetry.^ The trans- 
formation of functional prose, of which the primary characteristic and 
criterion is efficiency, into artistic prose will naturally reflect the impinge- 
ment of a rhetorical tradition. Communicative efficiency will be gradually 
superseded by a conscious striving for what is often called ‘elevated 
language’, of which the underiying motive is not Mitteilungsbedürfnü but 
Bildungsprinzip, It is then, and probably only then, that the rhetorical 
embellishment associated with poetry and scripture may be seen as 
operative in the formation of prose style. For the history of Classical 
Arabic, however, those two sources of rhetorical schemata were defined, 
preserved, and transmitted not as accessory to the basic task of communi- 
cation, but as formative principles of linguistic description. The pre- 
suppositions were two: (ı) that eloquence and clarity were properties 
exclusive to the Arabic language, and (2) that by virtue of divine election 
Arabic was also a sacred language, for which change could only mean 
corruption. 


Any sampling of the Orientalist tradition will reveal the axiomatic 
quality of Arab eloquence,^ an impression derived presumably from the 
writings of such celebrated scholars as Ibn Qutayba, B§qillâm, and Suyütî, 
as well as from exegesis of the tahaddi verses.^ But the Müslim tradition, 
considerably older than the dates of those authors, exhibits in its earlier 
stages remarkâble absence of unanimity on such questions as the presence 
in Arabic of foreign lexica, the grammatical and syntactical idiosyncrasies 
of poets, and the paradigmatic quality of Quranic style.^ Predictably 
dogmatic positions on these questions were taken up in the fourth/tenth 
and fifth/eleventh centuries, culminating in the systematic and isagogic 
works of scholars like Ibn Fâris and Suyûtî.® In a characteristic discussion 
of eloquence {faşâha) as partaking of both diction and elocution, Suyûtî 
adduced the by that time traditional pair of assertions that the most 
eloquent of men {afşah al-khalq) was the prophet Muhammad, and of the 
Arabs {afşah al-arab) Quraysh.^ The non-linguistic nature of the argu- 
ment, whichmight ultimately be traced to a sanctuary tradition conceming 

Mecca, emerged clearlyinthe famous prophttıcû hadîth IjÎ 


* Pace Rabin, ‘Beginnings*, 29; cf. BSOAS xxxi (1968) 611. 

* A random selectîon might indude e.g. Schreiner, ‘Zur Geschichte’, 663; Fischer, 
‘Usaiiid usw.*, 581 n. 2; Nöldeke, NBSS, 5, 22; Andrae, Persoriy 95-7; BlachĞre, Histoire 
İÜ, 719, 725, 730; accounting thus for approximately a century of European scholarship. 

3 Ibn Qutayba, Tawîl, 17; Bâqillân!, Vjdz, 24, 250; Suyûtî, Iîqân ii, 270, iv, 4, 16; 
id. Muzhir i, 209-10; see above, II p. 79. 

^ See Kopf, ‘Reîigious influences', 33 - 59 * 

^ See Goldziher, ‘Sprachgelehrsamkeit' iü, 511-52. 

^ Muzhir, naw* 9: i, 184-313, esp. 209-10. 
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iy* Suppression of claims made on behalf of other tribal 

groups to the title afşah al-arab is symbolized in the account ascribed to 
Farrâ’ of how the inhabitants of cosmopolitan(!) Mecca (i,e. Quraysh) were 
in a position to recognize and adopt the best ingredients from each of the 
bedouin dialects in Arabia.^ Besides drawing attention to the role of 
Mecca as cultic and commercial centre, this tradition, like the ones it 
eventually replaced, served to identify the northern regions of the Arabian 
peninsula as the cradle of CA at a date prior to the proclamation of İslam. 
Worthy of note in Su5rütî’s treatment of Arab eloquence is regular use of 
the elatives afşah, abyan, ablagh, and a'rab in adverbial constructions with 
lisân and lugha to signify clear and effective speech.^ Their terminological 
antithesis is conveyed by a jant, glossed lâ yufşih, and it seems more than 
likely that Quranic employment of the contrasting pair afamî-arabi 
was intended to express just such a distinction.^ The semantic evolution 
oi -arabijarâbi is not unfamiliar: in the corresponding series deutlichj 
deutenjdeutsch the formative element diutisk > theodiscus was, after ali, 
a linguistic designation prior to becoming an ethnic and ultimately a 
geographical title.^ But such an interpretation may not be adduced to 
demonstrate that the locution afşah al-arab is merely a tautology; the 
reference was to bedouin Arabic speech. 

A natural, though perhaps not quite logical, inference from discussion 
of Arab eIoquence was that the language spoken by bedouin must be 
identical with that of the poetry called pre-Islamic {Jâhilî). Opinions of 
scholars about that equation range from the almost vehement affirmation 
of Nöldeke across the nicely qualified acceptance of Blau to the outright 
rejection of Wehr and Spitaler.^ Even qualified assent will postulate a dual 
role for the bedouin in question: (ı) as referees if not arbiters in linguistic 
disputes, and (2) as preservers and transmitters of Jâhilt poetry. Emphasis 
upon the first of these roles is symbolized in Müslim tradition by the 
daim of Basran grammarians to have got their linguistic information from 
none but authentic dwellers in the desert: çjU^I SjLUl yd, 

a figüre expanded to inciude the second role and made the object of not very 
subtIe caricature in the fifth/eleventh century by Ma'arrî.^ Though stories 
of the unreliability, venality, and even treachery of bedouin informants 

' Cf. Mehren, Rketorik, i20-ı, but also Rabin, West-Arabian, 22-3. 

^ Suyûçî, Muzhir i, 221; cf. Kahle, ‘Readers’, 70-1: the story \vas pressed into the 
service of a number of distinct but related causes; for the literary effect of similar tradi- 
tions see also above, I pp, 42-3, II pp. 69-70. 

3 Mtızhir i, 202, 209-10 and passim, ♦ See below, pp. 98-9. 

3 Cf, Weisberger, Deutsch als Volksname, 96, 252, 278-86; Kîuge-Götze, Wörterhuchp 

132-3. 

* Nöldeke, BSS, 4-5 vs. Wetzstein, see below, p. 249; Blau, 'Bedouins*, 42-51; 
Wehr, Review: Fück, 183-4; Spitaler, Review: Fück, 145-6. 

’ See Weil, Sckulen, 41 n. z; Ma'arrî, Rtsâlat al-ghufrân, 168-9 on the name/sobriquet 
of the mükhadrami poet A'shâ. 
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may reflect nothing more than school disputes, it would seem that these 
hardly functioned as disinterested referees.* It might be thought that the 
principle significance of the bedouin contribution, whether real or fabri- 
cated, to the formation of CA lay in the grammarians’ concept of Vrâb: as a 
term of linguistic description it may, after ali, denote a self-conscious 
process of bedouinization,^ As reference to a historical event Vrâb is 
supported by evidence of a substantial Völkenoanderung^ For our purposes 
it is well to remember that the written record of transactions between 
bedouin and philologist dates only from the third/ninth century, and is 
thus coincident with the literary stabilization of both Quranic exegesis and 
Müslim historiography. 

The reputation of bedouin as custodians of Arab eIoquence rests upon 
the link connecting them with the creation, preservation, and transmission 
of yâhili poetry. For at least the second and third elements of that link 
Nöldeke’s pessimistic assessment in 1864 was not materially modified by 
Blachere’s cautiously optimistic account written nearly a century later/ 
Such factors as variae lectioneSy infinitely variable line sequence, and a 
System of attribution which can only be described as irresponsible, do not 
inspire confidence in the philological tradition. On the other hand, dis¬ 
putes about the authenticity of Ûı^Jâhili poetry seem to me almost entirely 
futile, so long as the evidence {pro et contra) is assessed in the light of 
traditional chronology. Two examples of this approach were the essay of 
Margoliouth and the retort of Brâunlich:^ acceptance of the identity of 
scriptural with poetic language, of the historicity of the prophet’s quarrel 
with the poets, and of the allegation that poetry Avas from the very first 
employed for scriptural exegesis (i.e. by 'Abdallâh b. *Abbâs), exhibits 
an unjustifiable and quite uımecessary acquiescence in the data of a nor- 
mative tradition. It may be useful to distinguish between the content of the 
poetry and the use made of it by philologists. Assent to a putative bedouin 
environment requires analysis of both theme and imagery. Elements of 
either for which only bedouin origin is conceivable are very few indeed.® 
And even those will not support unequivocal conciusions about the date of 
composition of the verses in which they appear. 

Such at least is the only legitimate inference from the contents of the 
anthology transmitted as the legacy of B. Hudhayi, thought to have been 
composed between 550 and jooJ Its value as historical source, for the 


* Cf. Bİachfere, Histoire î, 117-27. 

* Cf, Fleisch, £■/, s.v. I'râb; and see below, pp, 106-11. 

^ See Caskel, ‘Zur Beduinisierung Arabiens’, *28-36*. 

Kenntnis derPoesiCy vi-xvii; Blachere, HUtoîre i, 83-186, esp. 166-79. 

® ‘Origins’, 417-49; ‘Frage der Echtheit*, 825-33; cf* Shahid, ‘Contribution*, 564 n. 3. 
following Arberry and Gibb. 

* See Blachfere, Histoire ü, 368-453; Brâunlich, ‘Versuch*, esp. 222-38. 

Brâunlich, ‘Versuch*, 201-11. 
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origins both of CA and of İslam, must be accordingiy modified. Bedouin 
poetry was not so much ‘pre-Islamic’ as it was ‘ım-Islamic’, a distinction 
surely of some relevance to its use in solving chronological problems. 
Delineation of zjâhilt ethos by reference to the binary opposition muruzoîva 
{virtuSy âper 7 j):dxn (religion, law) is subject to the same reservation,^ 
Goldziher’s conciusions on the nature of the conflict between İslam and 
paganism reflect an arbitrary chronology imposed upon rather than 
elicited from his source materials. Neither muruwwa as the embodiment of 
valour (Jmmâsd)^ nor dîn as essentially asceticism (zuhd) exhibits a chrono¬ 
logical line of demarcation between İslam 2Lnâ.Jâhiliyya, Bedouin rejection 
of religious prescription represents, after ali, a constant in Islamic history, 
and can more profitably be interpreted as a reflex of social, economic, 
even regional dichotomies, and chronologically unlimited.^ For the bulk 
oiJâhiU poetry information is more, not less, refractory than that pertinent 
to the Hudhalî dîtoânı quite apart from the notorious-lack of scruple 
attributed to transmitters {rutoât)^ themselves often ambitious apprentice 
poets, biographical notices of Jâhili authors are known to conform to a 
very few stereotypes extrapolated from the imagery of whatever verse 
might (fortuitously) have been ascribed to them .3 That historiographical 
technique, by means of which metaphor generated reality, was the object 
of considerable parody in those passages of Ma'arrî^s R, Ghuftân depicting 
the encounters of his protagonist Ibn al-Qârih witlı a series of celebrated 
poets.-* Easily the most famous example of aetiological exegesis is that of the 
Muallagât being 'suspended* in the Ka^ba: a combination of sanctuary 
tradition and witness to Arab eloquence •vvas a temptation not easily 
resisted, even though only as an afterthought.s 
It is, curiously, the religious imagery in hadarî (!) poetry, historically 
associated with the *seeker of God’ {hanîf) in Arabia, that appears to 
exhibit a link with the themes of Islamic revelation. Hirschberg’s treatment 
of that material illustrated its ambivalent documentary value.^ For each 
element there three distinct problems arise: relation of the verse in question 
to the Judaeo-Christian tradition (whether written or oral); relation of the 
verse to the Qur’ân; and finally, the authenticity of the verse. But Solutions 
to the last tended to be subjective, and naturally based upon the traditional 
chronology of Islamic origins. Rejection of an intentional Müslim forgery 
of that poetry on the grounds that such wouId have undermined claims to 
originality made on behalf of the prophet of İslam is ingenuous: both the 

* As in Goldziher, Studien i, 1-39. 

* Cf. Bravmann, ‘Background\ 317-24, who regarded the concepts of muruwwa and 
Mn not as antithetical but as complementary. 

3 Blachfere, Histoire i, 96-107, 161-6. 

-* Ma'arrî, Risâîat al-ghufrân, 187 ff: 'Adiy b. Zayd; 191: Abû Dhu’ayb. 

5 Blachfere, Histoire i, 144-7, followmg Nöldeke, Kenntnis, xvii-xxiii. 

® Lehren, 2-10. 
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content of scripture and of the exegetical tradition presuppose close 
association with Judaeo-Christian sources. On the other hand, the hypo- 
thesis of widespread forgery is nnnecessary: isolated occurrence (however 
numerous the examples) of the schemata of revelation does not indicate 
imitation of the canonical text of scripture, or even that the canon existed. 
The recensions of source material for urban (Uma3rya b. Abî ’l-Şalt) and 
court poetry ("Adîy b, Zayd, Nâbigha Dhubyânî, A*shâ) are, after ali, quite 
late.* It is not entirely insignificant that precisely this corpus of poetry was 
not accepted by (Müslim) philologists as evidence of Arabian faşâha,^ 
But literary analysis of the schemata of revelation must take account 
of the possibility at least of Arabic Vorlageny and an Arabian tradition of 
monotheism might be thought, from the point of view of later Islamic 
orthodoxy, to have provided more appropriate reference than Arabic 
versions of Jewish and Christian materials. That such reservations were 
not, however, characteristic of the earliest Müslim exegesis is clear from 
examination of the haggadic literature.3 

Whatever may have been the original motives for collecting and record- 
ing the ancient poetry of the Arabs,^ the earliest evidence of such activity 
belongs, not unexpectedly, to the third/ninth century and the work of the 
classical philologists. The manner in which this material was manipulated 
by its collectors to support almost any argument appears never to have 
been very successfully concealed, The procedure, moreover, was common 
to ali fields of scholarly activity: e.g. the early dating of a verse ascribed 
to the mukhadramt poet Nâbigha Ja'dî in order to provide a pre-Islamic 
proof text for a common Quranic construction (finite verb form preceded 
by direct object),^ Mubarrad’s admitted invention of a Jâhili verse as gloss 
to a lexical item in hadith,^ and Abû *Amr b. 'Alâ’s candid admission that 
save for a single verse of 'Amr b. Kulthûm, knowIedge of Yawm Khazâz 
■vvculd have been lost to posterity J The three examples share at least one 
common motive: recognition of pre-Islamic poetry as authority in 1in- 
guistic matters, even where such contained non-linguistic implications. 
Also common to ali three is another, perhaps equally significant feature: 
Ibn Outayba, who adduced the verse of Nâbigha to explain/justify Quranic 
syntax, lived at the end of the third/ninth century, as did Mubarrad; 
Abû 'Amr, of whom no written works were preserved, lived in the second 
half of the second/eighth century, but this particular dictum was alluded 

* Hirschberg, Lekreıty 14, 32-40. 

2 Hirschberg, Lehrertf 25-6, n, 3; see below, pp. 105-6. 

^ See below, IV pp. 122-48. 

* A not very convincing enumeration in Blach^re, Histoire i, 94-5. 

^ Spitaler, Review; Bîoch, 320- * Margoliouth, ‘Origins*, 431. 

’ Ibn *Abd Rabbih, Al-Iqd al-farıd iii, 106-7; the problematic character of this 
particular one of the ayyâm al^arab may be guessed from its inciusion in Jâbİ?, Kitâb 
al^Tarbİ*^ loı, 

433dC7& £ 
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to only in Jâhiz (third/ninth century) and explicitly stated in Ibn *Abd 
Rabbih (fourth/tenth century). Now, that pre-Islamic poetry should have 
achieved a kind of status as linguistic canon some time in the third/ninth 
century may provoke no quarreL That it had achieved any such status 
earlier must, I think, be demonstrated. The fact that it had not, in one field 
at least, can be shown: the absence of poetic shawâhid in the earliest form 
of scriptural exegesis might be thought to indicate that appeal to the 
authority of Jâhili (and other) poetry was not Standard practice before the 
third/ninth century.* Assertions to the contrary may be understood as 
witness to the extraordinary influence exercised by the concept of faşâhat 
al~jâhiliyya, 

The utility of that concept is nowhere more apparent than in the inter- 
pretation of what othenvise might be held comparatively neutral references 

to language in the text of the Qur’ân. That Q. 14: 4 ^ LüUjî Lj 

could be made to bear diametrically opposed meanings 

has been noticed.^ That generous view was, however, not shared by ali 
exegetes, and Zamakhsharî was quite explicit on the point.^ His cross- 

reference there to Q. 41; 44 aJUT I3JUJ Uİ^ jij 

significant because in that verse he interpreted fuşsilat as 

buyyinat (clarified) and the contrast betvveen djami and ^arabi as the absence 
and presence, respectively, of clarity.+ The polarity reflects, of course, the 
terminology of arguments about (Arab) eloquence,^ but for Q. 41: 44 
produced, illogically, the meaning: is it an unclear {qur*ân) and an Arab 
(messenger)? The alternative; is it an unclear (gur^ân) and (yet) an elo- 
quent (messenger), is not absolutely excluded, but Zamakhshari’s addi- 
tional observation that a'jamî might refer to barbarians {ummat al-ajam) 
makes the former interpretation rather more likely. Evidence of the 
transition from a'jant as inarticulate to ajam/^ajam as barbarian/non-Arab 
emerges from the literary references to matoâlî in İslam assembled by 
Goldziher, especially where inferior social status was the consequence of 
both foreign blood and defective speech, e.g. ajatnu timtimiyyun, Ziyâd 
al-ajam, and alhân aUmawâlifi I am inclined to interpret ajam as originally 
a term of linguistic description. 

For a related verse, Q. ı6: 103 ÖUJ ^ -uLo UJİ Jû)j 

öUJ IÛaj Zamakhsharî defined a'jatnt 

as ineloquent {ghayr bayyin) and 'arabi mubin as clear (and) eloquent {dhû 
bayan wa~faşâha)J It may be that collocation here of mî/6f«(clear/obvious) 

* See below, IV pp. 216-18. * See above, II p. 53. 

3 Kashshâfii, 538-9 ad loc. * Kaskshâfiv, 202. s See above, p. 93, 

® Studien i, 101-46, esp. 103 n. 2, 118 n. 2, 120. 

^ Kashshâfii, 635. 
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with "arabt facilitated this interpretation, but the same collocation in Q. 
26: i94”5 OlJu ^ o^ 5 Gd ^ provoked the 

comment that * ar ahi must refer to the Arabic language because the heart of 
a prophet could only be affected by hearing his mother-tongue Similarly, 
collocation of huktn with *ar<d)t in Q. 13: 37 produced the explanation: an 

Arabic decision, translated into the language of the Arabs 

yJI oLJj 5 ^ju ).^ Collocation of qur*ân with 'araU (Q, 12; 2, 20: 113, 

39: 28, 41: 3, 42: 7, 43: 3) did not invariably provoke the same response, 
and indeed for Q. 39: 28 the apposition ghayra dhi 'majtn (vvithout dis- 
tortion) might be thought anyway to have precluded such. Most occur- 
rences of lisân in the text of scripture exhibit the use of ‘tongue’ as vocal 
organ rather than as language, and might appear to reflect the speech 
difficulties associated with the calling of Moses (cf. Exodus 4: 10-17). 

The locutions (JUJ Jbs-tj (Q. 20: 27) and UUJ ^ 34 İ 

refer of course to Moses, and it is worth recalling that the verses following 
upon Q. 14: 4 also take up the Mosaic narrative, in a manner indeed 
which suggests that the original function of verses 1-4 could have been to 
introduce that narrative. A similar instance was noted for the isrâ^ verse 

Q. 17: 1.3 The imageryofQ. 19: 97 and44: 58dJLjLj UjUaswell 

as of 54: 17, 22, 32, 40 (serving as refrain) ^yti\ J^j is more than 

merely reminiscent of Exodus 4:15 îT'riK '’DlîO, and could support 

the hypothesis that linguistic allusions in the Qur’ân are not to the Arabic 
language but rather, to the task of prophetical communication.'^ That such 
eventually involved identification of the instrument by means of which the 
word of God Avas transmitted may seem not unreasonable, but the evi- 
dence of scripture itself yielded assistance only under duress. 


The concept of lingua sacra, like that of the mythopoeic faşâhat al~ 
j'âhiUyya, belongs to a view of language as criterion of culture, The primary 
function of language so considered is not communication but edification. 
Its semantic spectrum is selective, its syntax stereotype and rhetorical, 
its style paraenetic. Whether specialized form is a consequence of special- 
ized function, or vice versa, may be impossible to determine, at least as a 
generally valid proposition. What does seem clear is that linguistic data of 
that kind cannot be very profitably examined from the standpoint of *the 

* Kashshâfni, 334 -S- 

* Kashshâfn, 533; cf. also iv, 301 ad Q, 46: 12 and lisân *arabi. 

3 See above, II pp. 67-8. 

The traditional view is variously expressed in Horovitz, Unîersuckungen, 75; Torrey, 
Foundationf 43—4; Obermann, *Agada*, 47-8; Widengren, Apostîe of God, 151-2. 
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ordinary day-to-day requirements of a normal speech community’.^ 
And yet, the derivation of normative grammar from scripture and poetry, 
if it ever meant more than merely theoretical accommodation of non- 
linguistic (e.g. theological) postulates, supposes just such a point of view. 
As a genre of narrative prose the scriptural style was exaınined by Auer- 
bach in an essay designed to emphasize the contrast between Homer and 
the Elohist.^ Of the nine factors adduced by the author as characteristic 
of Old Testament narrative, one in particular deserves mention here: the 
need for exegesis (Deutungsbedmftigkeit), This is not merely to say that 
the content of scripture is enhanced by commentary, or that it may be 
made to bear any number of (complementary and/or contradictory) inter- 
pretations, but that the scriptural style is itself incomplete without com¬ 
mentary, Reasons for that condition were partly syntactic {Abgerissenheity 
Stilmischung\ partly rhetorical {Vielschichtigkeit, Hintergründigkeii), The 
analysis can be extended to inciude atleast one additional element, namely 
the symbolic quality inherent in scriptural diction, That quality may be 
regarded as one fundamentally semantic, enhanced by the crystallization 
of imagery which achieves an existence and application independent of 
its constituent elements, a distinction which might be covered by the 
contrast information vs. reference.^ An example from Biblical literatüre 
wâs the Aramaic locution ^ 3.4 For Müslim scripture those elements 
analysed here as schemata of revelation, appropriate to the theodicy and 
to prophetology, exhibit the metamorphosis of originally neutral notation 
conveying ‘Information* into significantly charged ‘references’. The under- 
lying change may be described as rhetorical, the references themselves as 
symbols {Stichtoorte) both requiring and producing exegesis. The inter- 
pretation thus generated spans a range limited to the spectrum of allusion 
contained in the imagery, For the Quranic revelation that range was pre^ 
selected by the more or less unqualified employment of Biblical schemata. 
Analysis of the limits of interpretation is the subject of the following 
chapter; the question to be examined here is whether this particular 
example of lingua sacra could, or did, provide genuinely useful data for the 
grammar of Classical Arabic. 

To what extent establishment and transmission of the text of scripture 
involved its grammatical analysis is a problem to which tentative Solutions 
often reflect preconceptions elicited from non-linguistic data. For the 
Hebrew Masorah Bacher’s view was that littie, if any, grammatical 
description resulted from the activity of the Masoretes and then, as it 
were, only accidentally.^ Later studies of the same phenomena reveal a 

* UUendorff, ‘Is Biblical Hebrew a language?*, 241. * Mimesİs, 5-27, 

5 Barr, Comparative Philology, 118, 291-3; id. Semaniics, 206-62; Vermes, Scripture, 
11-66: on exegetical symbolism; see below^ IV pp. 210-12. 

See Vermes, ‘Jewish Aramaic*. 

5 ‘Die Anfânge der hebrâischen Grammatik*, 8. 
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rather more generous assessment of Masoretic criteria, even if these had 
not produced descriptive terminology.® For the document of Islamic 
revelation acceptance of the *Uthmanic recension traditions has entailed 
assent to a period of from 150 to 200 years between textual stabilization of 
the Qur’an and analysis of its contents in the formulation of Arabic 
grammar. The implication must be that the text of scripture, like those of 
pre-Islamic poetry, was faithfuily transmitted and intelligently read/ 
recited and heard for a very long time indeed, without önce provoking 
the questions about its meaning and its form with which the literatüre of 
the third/ninth century is fiUed. Logic alone might preclude serious 
consideration of this version of Islamic history. Examination, moreover, of 
the Quranic exegesis which I have called masoretic suggests that both the 
document of revelation and the corpus of pre-Islamic poetry were being 
there assembled, juxtaposed, and studied for the first time.^ 

Systematic collation of lod probantes from both sources, such as informs 
Zamakhshari’s Mufassal (sixth/twelfth century), represents the final stage 
of a long period of synthesis. The theological, as opposed to linguistic, 
nature of that dual source of grammar has been noticed.^ It may further be 
observed that Zamakhsharî^s concem with grammar in the most restricted 
sense of that term (i.e. morphology and juncture) permitted omission of the 
broader issues of syntax and even context, in consequence of which his 
loci probantes are stylistically neutral. As descriptive material they are also 
linguistically indifferent, consisting almost exclusively of deliberate and 
formalized utterances postulated as paradigms, from which deviation could 
only be regarded as corruption. The method is familiar, its results pre- 
dictable. That these could, and occasionally did, provoke opposition seems 
clear from the formula attributed to Basran grammarians in their rejection 
of the Kufan practice of drawing grammatical analogies from scripture: 

Jjyjjj VI V ^Such did not, of course, 

prevent the Basrans’ adducing scripture where this supported their ovm 
arguments.s Unlike Zamakhsharrs normative grammar, Ibn Anbârî’s de- 
scription of grammatical dispute (also sixth/twelfth century) inciudes con- 
siderable discussion of syntax, though preponderantly of configurations 
generated by the use of tmesis, hyperbaton, chiasmus, ete. {taqdım toa- 
ta^khtr)j for which the styles of scripture and poetry might be thought 
appropriate arbiters. Neither vvork is, thus, free of concem with preciosity, 
whether grammatical or stylistic. In both, rhetorical ideals pass for linguistic 

* Cf. Würth'wein, TVarf, 11-22; Corr^, ‘Phonemic problems*, 59—66; Gerhardsson, 
Memoryy 43-55, esp. 52 n. 3 on the work of Kahİe; Barr, Comparative Philology^ 202-7, 
and 2x4-17 on Kahle. 

* See below, IV pp. 202-27. 

* Cf. also VoUers, Review; Nöldeke, 126-7; Kopf, ‘Religious influences’, 46-50. 

* Ibn Anbârî, Al-Insâf, 137, cf. also 264, 392; Weil, Sehulen, 80 n. ı. 

* e.g. Ibn Anbârî, Al-Inşâf, 47, 53, 61, 7 andposnm. 
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description and the concept of grammar as a balance between analogy 
and anomaly with reference to an acceptable prose style is absent. 

It is, however, necessary, even within this restricted framework, to ask 
whether the document of revelation ever became in any practical sense a 
model of linguistic usage. Probably the only recorded instance of agree- 
ment between Vollers and Nöldeke was about the character of Quranic 
syntax.^ But while Nöldeke rightly conciuded that such a collection of 
anacolutha must remain suigenerisy Vollers shifted his ground just slightly, 
in order to bring into existence the hypothesis associated with his name 
since 1905: that the original (vemacular) text of the Qur’ân had been 
refashioned to meet the linguistic Standard represented by pre-Islamic 
poetry, and so to produce what is known as CA Çarabiyya).^ That view, 
which has found more or less unanimous dissent for reasons both sound 
and not so sound, involved a change of emphasis from syntax to accidence, 
more specifically to the properties of inflexion. The argument revealed a 
seductive, if in the event erroneous, logic, since it was only in the realm of 
inflective phenomena that Quranic usage might be seen to intersect that of 
Jâhilt poetry. The basic error lay in Vollers’s adherence to an arbitrary and 
fictive chronology,^ though that may have been less important than his 
contention that the refashioned language of scripture could be identified 
as the CA of the Arabic granunarians. Neither from the point of view of 
lexicon nor from that of syntax could the daim be justified. 

An intrinsic feature of lingua sacra is its ‘elevated style*. While there is 
undoubtedly something to be said for interpreting that characteristic as the 
impingement of poetic syntax upon prose, it may also be something more, 
or less, or quite different.^ If it is true that Bloch’s investigations resulted in 
a statement which tended to justify extrapolation of normative grammar 
from poetic texts, that was probably because his comparative material was 
drawn from what can most accurately be described as Kunstprosa} His 
Virtual omission of Quranic shawâhid^ as well as of other examples of 
rhymed prose, may thus be seen as arbitrary, since their inciusion could 
hardly have altered his findings. On the other hand, the elevated style 
(gekobene SprachelVerheissungsstil) associated with Kunstprosa need not 
have had its origins in poetry. The transformation of sub-Iiterary, even 
vemacular, language into composition of sustained elevated style may be 
effected by nothing more than resort to an established rhetorical tradition.^ 
An example was the creation of medieval Hebrew poetry, which, in 
addition to metrical features adapted from Arabic verse, depended for its 

* Vollers, op. cit. 127; Nöldeke, NBSS, 22-3. 

* Volkssprache, 175-85. 

* See above, p. 86. 

< See Bloch, Vers tmd Sprache^ 30~ı, 39; cf. Spitaler, Review, 320. 

5 Vers und Sprache^ ^e54 “S: ‘tabellarische Übersicht*. 

* Cf. Barr, Comparative Philology, 227-32: on ‘restorations’; id. Semantics, 263-87. 
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aesthetic effect upon the incorporation of Biblical imagery, and hence 
Biblical syntax.* Such did not, of course, limit adaptation(s) from the 
Arabic poetic tradition, though the re-creation of these in Hebrew in- 
volved yet a further step in the mimetic process. But introduction of 
Biblical imagery, whether in Hebrew poetry or in Arabic scripture, may be 
regarded as the agent of an altered status for the language employed, and a 
reflex of style as Bildur^sprinzip? In the lingua sacra itself the principle of 
edification often took the form of linguistic archaism, A conscious resusci- 
tation of past glory by recourse to language is symbolized for seventh- 
century Israel in the figüre of Josiah and Deuteronomy (2 Kings 22-3).^ 
In that and other examples of archaizing tendencies in literatüre the pur- 
pose was invariably paideutic {Gemeindebildung),^ and often conceived as a 
panacea in conditions of social fragmentation. The linguistic tradition to 
which reformers and prophets, as well as poets, tum may be ancient. What 
it must be, is other than the current usus loquendiy and instances of that 
kind of archaization are abundant.^ 

The allegation of antiquity might seem a valuable corollary to the role of 
language in communal reformation. In Arabic philology the formative 
principle of language as sacred was applied also to that problem. Exegesis 

of Q. 2: 31 ^j ranged from the straightfonvard assertion 

that language was a divine creation, leaving the Quranic verse diametrically 
opposed to Genesis 2: 19-20, to the modifîed proposal that God enabled 

Adamto bestow the names 6Î bringing thusthe 

Ouranic and Biblical notions somewhat closer.^ A concept of purely rational 
revolution {iştilâh) appears to have been displaced, or modifîed beyond 
recognition, by a number of pseudo-evolutionary theories linking the gift 
of püre speech with that of revelation {tazvgîf), historically related to the 
period encompassed by Ishmael and Muhammad.^ Implicit admission that 
pre-Ishmaelite Arabic (stc) was impure tended to be muddled by the 
assertion that the word of God {kalâm allâh) was Arabic.® But the marginal 
development thus admitted had to cease with the revelation to Muhammad: 
dJüü ^ jjıjü The natural but not quite necessary transition 

* See Goldziher, ‘Bemerkungen zur neııhebraischen Poesie*, 719-36; Mirsky, ‘Biblical 
variants*, 159—62; Gertner, ‘Medieval Hebrew writing^ 163-93. 

* See Rabin, ‘Qumran Hebrew\ 144-61; Koch, Groıotk, 106-7; Seeligmann, *Mi- 
draschexegese^ 163. 

3 Cf. von Rad, Theologyiy 77, and 81: on Lamentations 5: 21. 

See above, I pp. 51-2; II pp. 77-8, 82-4. 

5 Rabin, ‘Qumran Hebrew', 159; id. Vl^est-Arâbian, 17, references to Cantineau, 
Doııghty, and Socin. 

^ Suyûtî, Mtızhİr i, 8-11; cf. Geiger, Wa 5 hat Mohammedy 96—7; Kopf, ‘Religious 
influences’, 55-9. 

’ Suyû^, Muzhir i, 27-35. ® See above, II pp. 77, 83-4. 

® Suyûtî, Muzhir i, 9. 
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from word of God to language of God was not, of course, confined to 
İslam, Vâguely contradictory traditions achieved a remarkably comfortable 
co-existence: on the one hand, the seventy/seventy-two languages in which 
the Torah had been revealed/interpreted was reflected in the Pentecostal 
gift of tongues and in the Müslim version of the confusion at Babel;^ on 
the other, the subsumption of indifFerent Biblical designations of the 
Hebrew language under the Rabbinic concept of leshon ha-godesh, reflected 
in Patristic assessments of both Septuagint Greek and Vulgate Latin,^ and 
in the Müslim dogma of tatvgtf, Scriptural references to the language of 
God, consisting for the most part either of metaphorical extensions of 
the *word of God’ or of allusions to the organ(s) of speech, could prove 
refractory. A passage like Ezekiel 3: 5 pö?*? nDDI Ttm “»pös; ay-Vx X*? ’D 
Vxittrn ^;3 Vk nnx may be thought typologically akin to Q. 14: 4 
OLM Vl ULjî Lj: both exhibit the essentially ethnic 

orientation of the prophetical mission.^ Neither verse restricted in the least 
theological inferences that identified the vehicle of revelation with the 
language of God. 

If that language was Arabic intemal variations had none the less to be 
isolated and eventually eliminated, The kind allocated to the period before 
Ishmael, like the varieties associated with Qahtân and Jurhum, could be, 
and were, superseded by the fact of the Quranic revelation.'* The at least 
theoretical identification of linguistic with confessional community which 
resulted from that argument (in so far as it ever achieved unanimous 
resolution) yielded a Standard by which dialectical differences {lughât) 
could be equated with heterodoxy and worse. A succinct statement of that 
procedure appears, unexpectedly, in Suyûtî’s discussion of the imâla and 

related phenomena, and in the form of a prophetical hadîth: (j|tjJyİ 

(J'Aİj tyyJI (Recite 

the Qur’ân with the rh3diımic embellishment of the Arabs, and avoid that 
of sinners, Jews, and Christians).^ Determination of the kind and degree 
of tendentiousness in that utterancc will depend upon which of a multi- 
plicity of interpretations is finally selected: I cannot but suspect that the 
hendiadys (?) luhün wa-aşwât is a reference to Vrâb.^ What does seem clear 
is the delimitation of yet a further dialect cleavage, here based on a con¬ 
fessional distinction: Muslims contrasted with infidels.^ A version of the 
same hadîthy traced to the authority of Abû Hurayra and reported by 

Tustarî is more €xplicit: Vj uJİSİ' IjJ J\ 

* Cf. Jeffery, ‘Scripture’, 130; Geiger, op. cit. 116; Suyûtî, op. cİt. i, 32. 

® Bergstrâsser, Hebrâische Grammatik i, 9-10; Eissfeldt, EinleitunSy 745-9; and see 
above, II pp. 81-2. 

3 See above, pp. 98-9; and II, pp. 53-4. 

5 Itqân i, 255. 0 See below, pp. ııo-ıı. 


^ Suyûtî, Muzhir i, 30-5. 
’ See above, p. 87. 
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tUrİfl JU frOJIj JaÎj (J-aÎ OjpcL ^jjjS 

oU^I ^ fy* aJİj uü5^t ^ 

UjJiUJl ^ diüjl Ajbi îIjIjL There the 

stigma was related specifically to the practice of synagogue and church 
(i.e. cantillation), which Tuştan in his commentary ascribed to ‘diabolical 

possession’ of the kind characteristic of the Jâhilî poets: 

aJje»UJI ftlyui L 5 ^ Now, reliable evidence of such dia- 

lect cleavage, apart from assertions derived from scattered and ambiguous 
testimony, hardly exists.^ In his study of modern and contemporary 
materials exhibiting this kind of phenomenon, Blanc was sceptical of those 
few reports of earlier distinctions, and suggested that the later (!) majör 
differentiation was probably a consequence of the bedouinization of 
Müslim sedentary dialects .3 

From the prophetical tradition retailed by Tustarî and Suyûtî it is, of 
course, impossible to draw specifically linguistic conciusions about varieties 
of spoken Arabic, either during the lifetime of the Arabian prophet or at 
whatever period this particular caveat may have been uttered. The state- 
ment is theological, not philolo^cal, but could be of some value in deter- 
mining the function of trâb and, further, the role of CA in the historical 
description of Islamic origins. Similarly, the story of 'Abdallâh b. *Atîk's 
dispatch by the prophet on an especially delicate mission ‘because he could 

talk like the Jews* b Aj V) may be understood as the historical 

projection of a polemical, and very likely much later, impulse: communal 
discrimination on the basis of an alleged difference in linguistic usage 
Severe comment on the ‘Christian dialect^ Çibâdiyya) of the Jâhili poet 
'Adîy b. Zayd might be thought to reflect the same impulse, here moti- 
vated by the Islamic appropriation of Jâhili poetry as its rightful legacy,® 
Historical conciusions about the Christian origins of what became CA, 
derived from evidence of this type, are perhaps ingenuous.* On the other 
hand, the inverse conciusions invariably drawn from the data of ‘pre- 
Islamic’ poetry written by Jews are simplistic; that material is subject to 
the caveats applicable to the entire corpus of Jâhilt poetry (comprising not 
only Jewish, but also Christİan and hanîf elements), the linguistic value of 

* TafsîTy 8-9. 

* e,g. Goîdziher, ‘Literatür der muhammedanischen Mystik’, 766 n. 5; id. *M6- 
langes jud^o-arabes’, 14 n. 4; Lammens, Arabie, 81; Fück, *Ardküya, 88; and in general, 
Torrey, Foundation^ 17, 47—53. 

* Communal dialects in Baghdad, 167-71, esp. 202 n. 180. 

* WSqidî, Kîtâb al-Magkdzîy 392; cf. Fück, *Arabtya, 88 n. ı; and BSOAS xxxi 
(1968) 149. 

* See the caricature of those attitudes in Ma'arrî, Risâlat al-Ghuftân^ 192-3. 

^ e.g. Wellhausen, RestCy 232-3; Rabin, ‘Beginnings’, 27-8. 



ıo6 


OURANIC STUDIES 


vvhich cannot be separated from its theological significance.* The judge- 
ment of Fück, that the Christian poet Akhtal could never have been recog- 
nized as ‘classical' had his language (sic: langue courante) been different 
from that of non-Christians, may be cited as characteristic of that kind of 
argument.2 

The later evidence of Middle Arabic, found largely in texts of Jewish 
and Christian provenance, belongs of course to a different sphere, and 
attests to a dichotomy between spoken and written Arabic even within the 
Müslim community .3 It is none the less not impossible that the linguistic 
situation described as Middle Arabic and extensively analysed in Blau^s 
studies was typical also of the earlier period, from which the emergence of 
CA might represent a substantial deviation/ Against such a background 
the prophetical hadîth adduced by Tustari and Suyûtî could acquire 
added meaning: Muslims were exhorted to use a language other than that 
associated tvith non-Muslims. Now, it may be that the language recom- 
mended was also the language of God, and of Quraysh, and of the Arabian 
prophet (for Quramc recitation or othenvise), but in this particular context 
it was the emblem of a religious community, serving as a badge of dis- 
tinction. The functional value of that language could, indeed, have 
figured more than just marginally in its historical description. 


Those elements of Classical Arabic vvhich have been of most use for 
studies in comparative Semitic philology are its inflective properties. From 
the orthography of CA it is difficult but possible to discern specific syn- 
tactic values for a range of phenomena traditionally accepted as evidence 
of the preservation in CA of Proto-Semitic case and moodJ To infer from 
this evidence that CA exhibits an archaic form of Semitic language, or that 
inflexion is indispensable for its communicative efficacy, is in my opinion 
unjustified. That interpretation rests, as I have in several contexts sug- 
gested, upon a chronological and geographical framework that is nebulous 
and anyway unverifiable. A typical example of that kind of inference is the 
description of CA orthography as uniformly ‘pausaP proposed by Nöldeke, 
a consequence presumably of his understanding of the Quranic evidenceA 
More recently W. Fischer suggested that several instances of so-called 
‘pausaP forms which occur in the Qur’ân might, rather, be interpreted as 


* See Nöldeke, Kemttnis der Pcesie^ 5^-86. 

* 'Artûnya, 88 . 

^ See BJau, Emergence^ ı—18. 

* Cf. my remarks on Blau, OravtmoF of Christian Arabic^ in BSOAS xxxi (1968) 

610-11. 

5 GVGiy 459-66, 554—9; Moscati, Comparative Grammary 94-6, 134-6. 

* BSSy 7; id. NBSSy 6: ‘Aller An&ng İst eben schwer*, ete.; ^so GdQ iü, 27; 
Birkeland, Pausalformeny 10. 
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exhibiting the syllabic structure characteristic of modern Arabic.^ Irregu- 
larity of Quranic rhyme makes it refractory material upon which to 
construct phonetic analogies,^ but Fischer's proposals relating to the 
behaviour of tü marbüta (i.e. exhibiting -â->aA/st. const. ~at)y especially in 
Sûra 80, make more sense of that phenomenon than does the traditional 
description in terms of an opposition at :ah.^ On the other hand, Fischer’s 
investigations caused him to postulate an early date for the onset of Middle 
Arabic (i.e. ^neuarabisM) morphological structures,'^ rather than a later 
date for establishment of the Quranic text. His reasons were the traditional 
ones, and turn upon the inflective properties of Quranic Arabic. 

While it may be true that the text of the Qur’ân displays a linguistic 
situation in which syntactic values correspond for the most part to ortho- 
graphic convention,s that fact does not of itself yield Information towards 
dating establishment of the text. Moreover, the instances in "svhich the 
consonantal text does not indicate syntactic relations far outnumber those 
in which it does. That such may be regarded as a fortuitous shortcoming of 
the Arabic alphabet cannot diminish in any way the importance of observ- 
ing that the missing orthographic detail was supplied by resort to texttuıl 
€xegens. The procedure to that end, as well as the substance itself, was 
called Vrâb\ the exegetical activity was the work of the Müslim masoretes 
and belongs to the third/ninth century.^ According to a long and popular 
tradition, of which the most recent exponent was Fück, parts of the Qur’an 
could not be understood without ırâbJ Assertions of that şort date back at 
least to Ibn Qutayba (d. 276/889), whose discussion at this point reveals a 
characteristic lack of concern for stress, pause, context, gesture, and other 
rhetorical factors normally the accompaniment of human utterance, Thus, 

the putative contrasts ^^1 JJI3 IÂa/^Î JJli IIa and V 

Juu \j^ were claimed to contain the same inherent ambivalence 

as Q. 36: 76 oyLu Uj Of that 


* ‘Silbenstruktur^, esp. 45-53, 53-60; vaguely anticipated by A. Fischer, ‘Arab. aysh’, 
816. 

* See below, pp. 116-17. 

3 *Silbenstxuktur’, 57-8; I am unable to follow the objection of Blau to this argument 
on the grounds that because the accusative was ‘too difîerent* it was adapted to the 
nominative/genitive for nouns of this category, see ‘Linguistic setting*, 11; id. ‘L’Ap- 
parition*, 199 n. 3; id, Pseudo-correctionSf 57 n. 14; the contrast thamartyalihamân^ cf. 
id. Christian Arabic^ 57-8, is not in my opinion functionally anaîogous to the gram- 
matical differentiation of nouns ending in tâ marbüta; cf. also Birkeiand, Fausalformefit 
96-8, esp. 97 n. I, rejected by Blau. 

* ‘Silbenstruktur*, 59-60, but see Blau’s cogent objections to that designation in the 
references cited in preceding note. 

5 See Nöldeke, BSS, 1-4; id. NBSS, 1-5. 

^ See above, pp. 95, 105; and beIow, IV pp. 219-27. 

^ *Arabîya, 3. 

* Ta*wîl, 11-12. 
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reasoning Zamakhsharî made curt dismissal, expkining the non-canonical 
annâ as an elliptical form of li-annâ oA». Similarly, 

the passages adduced by Fück, i.e. Q. 2: 124 aij -ilj; Q* 9 ' 3 

I aAIİ î and Q. 35' 

İLLJt could be, and were, analysed to show that any and ali readings 

produced acceptable, and often identical, meanings.^ A further impression 
of the manner in which this particular problem was approached by the 
exegetes may be gained from the subdivision of Suyûtî’s chapter on 
Quranic Vrâb in which are set out twenty-five verses that could be read 

with ali three case inflexions(ol^ 5 j| ^ U).^ Even the 

several much-discussed instances of orthographic deviation from the 
grammatical Standard of inflexion, e.g. Q, 2: 177, 4: 162,5: 69,20: 63, 
could be accommodated by refining the boundaries between casus rectas 
and casus obliquus.^ Of these the locus classicm was Q. 20: 63 jI 

Oİ^UJ, to the various Solutions of which a good share of roasoretic 

method may be traced.^ The traditional crux was the syntactic fiınction 
of the accusative/adverbial case, interpreted to cover a quite extraordinary 
range of phenomena. For the Quranic text these inciuded ambivalent value 

for the partide iyyây represented by the variant iJUt in Q. ı: 4 iJbl 
by an optional nominative/accusative in constructions based on 
atnmây e.g. in Q. 41: 17 UÎ;^ and by considerable 

latitude in the formation of object pronominal suffbces with verbs termi- 
nating in ünlûna, e.g. Q. 15: 54 üjj^lüjj^ and 39: 64 Ji 
Jl^I i fjjjJs -UJl.^The arbitrary, if not irresponsible, 

nature of this treatment was not limited to the grammar of scripture, and 
in other contexts provoked caustic observations on the activities of 
grammarians, e.g. in the celebrated mas^ala zunbûriyya,^ and in the 
reaction of men like *Adîy b. Zayd, Nâbigha Ja'dî, and Fara2daq to 

* Kashshâf iv^ 29 ad Q. 36: 76. 

® e.g. Kaskshâf i, 183-4, ”1 245, iii, 610-1, respectively; cf. Spitaler, Review: Fück, 
147 nn. 19,22; Wehr, Review: Fück, 181; Fück's fourth example, Q. 4: 8, exhibiting 
orthographical evidence of case, wa8 omitted from the French edition. 

3 Itqdn, natv* 41: ü, 277-80. 

^ Cf. Vollers, VoÜissprachey 163, inciuding further examples derived from variant 
readings. 

5 See GdQ iii, 2-6; Wansbrough, *Periphrastic exegesis’, 264; and below, IV pp. 222-4. 

* Ibn Hishâm, Mughni ^Uldbdh i, 96: ascribed to Haşan Başrî; cf. Suyûtî, Itq^ i, 216: 
anonymous. 

’ Kofler, ‘Reste*, 255-6 (Fart 3). 

“ Wansbrough, Teriphrastic exegesis’, 252 no. 27; Vollers, Review: Nöldeke, 134. 

* Ibn Anbâri, Al-Inşâf no. 99 (pp. 702-6); cf. Fischer, ‘Zunbürîja*, 150-6; Blau, 
‘Bedouins*, 42-51. 
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philological interpretations of their poetry.* Anecdotes of that şort, 
whether or not apocryphal, might be thought to cast some doubt on the 
traditional description of CA. 

It might also seem that the primary function of Vrab was not, or at kast 
not exclusively, grammatical. If, indeed, syntactic relations could be 
adequately expressed by insertion of trâh, it would hardly appear, even 
from the few examples given here, that they could not othenvise be 
expressed. Nöldeke’s much-cited piece jmtificative demonstrated that the 
constituents of ^râb were not unique in Semitic philology, but neither that 
their grammatical values were constant nor that they were intrinsically 
essential to the expression of syntax in CA.^ Defence of the authenticity 
{sic)y as opposed to the function, of Vrâb had already been undertaken by 
Derenbourg in a transparent argumentum ad homimm.^ A distinction 
between form and function 'was hardly adumbrated in the works of 
Müslim philologists. Suyûtî’s references, as well as his own observations, 
stressed the syntactic value of Vrâb for both^seripture and profane litera¬ 
türe.'^ From his treatment of the subject, however, one impression in 
particular emerges, namely, that insertion of the Vrâb into any given 
locution required first knowing what it meant.s Not related perhaps to this 
paradoKİcal formulation, but none the less relevant, is Suyütî’s distinction 
between the 'Vrâb of the grammarians’ and the 'Vrâb whose recitation in the 

Qur*ân 'vvill be rewarded in heaven’ «^1^1 

öe,\Jâ}\ cjV ^y>aü\ U jAj oUcdl JJS' aJıi. ^ L kya .^,,!I aj .İİjaJI 

Vollers interpreted this passage as 

question-begging, and understood the Vrâb defined there to refer to ‘die 
stilistischen und rhetorischen Feinheiten (die aus dem grammatischen Ihâb 
gefolgert werden)’.’^ Whatever that may mean, it was Vollers himself whose 
studies provided support for an earlier view that the function of Vrâb was 
essentially that of rhythmic ornatm.^ The point had been made by 
Wet2stein, with reference to bedouin practice, that poetry 'was intended 
to be sung and hence required an abundance of vowels: ‘Aile diese 
Bestimmungen über den Wegfall öder die Verkünamerung der kurzen 
Vocale gelten für die Umgangssprache, nicht für die Poesie. Das Gedicht 

“ Ma'arrî, Risâlat al-Ghufrâny 183 (for 'Adîy’s allegation that hamz was an Isîamic 
innovation), 202-3; cf. Nöldeke, Kenntnis der Poesie^ 31--2. 

* BSS, ı-ıo; cf. Corriente, Tunctional yield\ 20-50; and Blau, ‘Synthetic character’, 
29-38. 

3 ‘Queîques remarques\ 210-I1. 

* Itçân, navf 41: İİ. 260-80; id. Muzkir i, 327-8; the preponderant role of syntax and 
the exclusion of much that was traditionally subsumed under morphology renders *in- 
fiexion* an unsatisfactory translation of Vrâb, cf. Fleisch, El, s.v. Frâb. 

* Itqân İİ, esp, 260—1, 269. ^ Itqân, naw' 36: ii, 3, 

’ Volkssprache, 181. 

* Volkssprache, 165-75, and see references above, pp. 86-7. 
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des Nomaden İst bestimmt gesungen zu \verden und der Gesang liebt 
die Reibungen der Consonanten nicht, sondem braucht Vocale\^ Transfer 
of that axiom from bedouin poetry to Muhammad's recitation of the 
Qur’ân (i/r) may be thought gratuitous; the source of Vrâb was in any case 
‘bedouin’ poetry. In this context it could be worth remarking that the only 
cogent argument adduced by Derenbourg in favour of Vrâb was that without 
itArabic poetry would no longer scan {sic): ‘D’ailleurs, toutes les poesies 
arabes, dont une partie a ete longtemps transmise seulement par tradi- 
tion orale, perdraient le rythme qui leur est indispensable, si i’on ne re- 
connaissait pas Tauthenticite de la declinaison arabe’.^ 

Now, whether the scansion of Arabic verse ever depended exclusively 
upon regular variation of syllable length, and hence Vrâb^ is a question 
complicated by the predominantly theoretica! character of Arabic prosody: 
that scansion was accentual as well as quantitative is more than likely.^ But 
Wetzstein’s observations on the avoidance of consonantal friction and the 
necessity of vowels are in either case, or both, apposite. In a discussion of 
optional modes of poetic recitation, Slbawayh contrasted employment of 
(a) tarannum, in which ali final vowels were pronounced long {madd al- 
şawt)j with (6) the ( Tamimi) practice of adding -n (presumably tanwın) to 
ali final short vowels irrespective of grammatical circumstances, and with 
(c) the omission of ali final vowels (save ö), as in prosaic pausal position.^ 
In the light of modern vemacular prosody, the attested antiquity of the 
third mode is not without interest. Similarly, in a late treatise (seventh/ 
thirteenth century) on poetics Hâzim Qartâjannî enumerated the devices 
employed in verse to achieve aesthetic effect, among which figured the 
hurüf al-tarannum and/or hurüf muşatozoita^ Affixed to certain class(es) of 
frequently occurring words, those vowels produced continuity of sound 
(jarayân al-şawt) and transition between words {nuqla)^ and served also to 
mark off {farq) separate themes and images. That here Vrâb was meant 
seems clear, not merely from context but also from employment of the 
descrİptive temas latoâhiq and niyâta (a 9 ix/suffix). Though appended 
according to fixed prescription, the primary function of those vowels is not 
syntactic, save possibly as thematic mzrkers {furûq)y but, rather, rhetorical, 
and might be thought to correspond to that of Suyûti’s non-granunatical 
Vrâb^ That distinction, however, will hardly have been other than one of 
function, since Vrâb voAvels must have been formally identical, whether 
aesthetically or syntactically applied. It may be of some interest to note 
that in the examples assembled by Kofier of verse exhibiting attrition of 

* ‘Sprachliches aus den Zeltlagem*, 193—4. * ‘Quelques remarques^ 210-11. 

^ See Weil, Grundrüs und System^ 104—5, but also 86. 

* Sîbawayh, Kitabj para. 507, cited Birkeland, Pamalformen^ 10-18. 

5 Minhâj al^bulaghay 122-4: trans, Heinrichs, Arabische Dichttcr^^ 252-5. 

* See above, p. 109; and also his observation that iWâb in the sense of grammatical in- 
âexion was a neologism, below, IV p. 155. 
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those vowels, the rhetorical (acoustical) eifect of Vrüb is not markedly 
diminished.^ 

Application of the term tarannum to Qur’ân recitation signified cantil- 
lation, and was thus related to lahn in the sense not of defective speech, but 
of melody.2 The expression bi-luhüni * 1 -ar ah wa-aşwâtihâ employed in the 
tradition adduced by Tuştan and Suyütî would seem, indeed, to convey an 
exhortation to employ trâby not because the language of Jews and Chris- 
tians, and others disqualified from membership of the Müslim community, 
was ungrammatical, but because it was not that of Arab bedouin. Suyütî’s 
use of the term lahn is, however, not unequivocal: in the passage on non- 
grammatical ırâb, lahn was adduced merely as theoretical antithesis of 
the grammatical variety of i'râb, while elsewhere he rejected the allegation 
that lahn as lapsus çalamı (khata^ al~kuîtâb) could be present in the text of 
scripture .3 This usage is naturally not that of the prophetical tradition, for 
which it was proposed that luhün wa-aswât is a hendiadys meaning rhyth- 
mic embellishment(s). Now, it may seem that discussions of Qur*ân 
recitation with and without Vrâb could profit from attention to these several 
nuances. Apart from references to the practice of Muhammad, which 
complicate unnecessarily a diachronic description of CA, failure to con- 
sider differentiation of the terminus technicus Vrâb has meant placing 
inordinate emphasis upon the evidence of both scripture and poetry for 
purposes of linguistic analysis. From Suyûtî’s interpretation of the tra- 
ditions promising celestial reward for recitation with Vrâb it emerges that 
such was not a matter of grammar: recitation without Vrâb was, after ali, to 

be rewarded by half that promised for recitation with (Ajlt* 
^ Cx*-^ 

The use of such material for serious philological argument seems 
somehow unjustified.^ 


Expression of S3mtactic relations in Arabic could not be, nor was it in 
practice, limited to or even dependent upon those devices collectively and 
symbolically designated Vrâk Both sequence (word order) and segmenta- 
tion (conjunctive/disjunctive markers) bear a considerable portion, if not 
the whole, of that burden, Incorporation of these two principles in the 
styles of poetry and scripture, as well as of Kunstprosa, must and did 
result in a set of modifications most conveniently described as rhetorical. 

’ ‘Reste’ (Part 3), 26-30 (case), 235-40 (mood). 

* Cf. Fück, *Arainya, 196-8, esp. 197 n. 16; GdQ iii, I 93 “ 4 » 232-3; Hirschfeld, Re- 
searches, 1x5. 

3 Jtqân ii, 3, and 269-75 on grammatical i*râb. 

* Itqân ii, 3: also a prophetical hadtth. 

5 But cf. Kahle, ‘Readers’, 65-71; Wehr, Review: Fück, ı8ı; Spitaler, Review: 
Fück, 146; Rabİn, ‘Beginnings’, 25-6. 
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Bloch’s analysis of those styles revealed a high degree of procedural uni- 
formity which ought not to be confused with what is often called ‘normal 
linguistic usage’,^ Reference, explicit or implicit, to the latter for descrip- 
tion of tlıe Quranic style could seem almost insidious: if the only contem- 
porary lod probantes are those found ınjâhili poetry the argument is bound 
to be circular; if, however, it is conceded that the chancery papyri quallfy 
as contemporary comparative material, their linguistic content cannot then 
fairly be judged inferior to the Standard of CA. The problem can hardly be 
solved by deriving that Standard from the data of poetry and scripture. It 
might seem superfluous to add, at this point, that in my judgement the 
notions of CA origins underiying Nöldeke’s celebrated ‘Sündenregister’ of 
Quranic usage are very questionable indeed.^ ExtrapoIated from his 
surprisingiy uncritical acceptance of a pseudo-historical portrait of the 
Arabian prophet, opinions about the psychological relationship of Muham- 
mad to his public (e.g. ‘Unsicherheit’, ‘Unbeholfenheit', ‘Verlegenheit*, 
‘Wiederholung als Einschârfung*, ‘den Arabern war eben fast alles neu’, 
‘aller Anfang İst schwer\ ete.) became organizing principles of linguistic 
descıiption. The result was a fairly systematic and thoroughly relentless 
critique of a personal and individual style. 

But observed from the standpoint of rhetorical sehemata and organic 
development, the uneven quality of scriptural style seems quite appropriate 
to a document recognized by a religious community as the literary eX" 
pression of divine authority. Recurrence of formulaic phraseology, for 
example, might reflect conventional links betvveen related but originally 
separate traditions, rather than one man’s lack of rhetorical skilh Moreover, 
the recurrent formulae are functionally distinet, and their uses may thus be 
aseribed to different motives, e.g. apodictic, supplicatory, narrative.^ 
Similarly, repetition of rhyme words in süras 25, 4, 19, and elsewhere may 
be interpreted as the same kind of linkage, extended occasionally to the 
dimension of a proper refrain.+ Rhyme, as well as assonance and other 
paronomastic formations, operate conjunetively and disjunctively in the 
manner of conventional markers: resultant construetions like those based 
on epexegetic min and the juxtaposition of perfect and imperfect/past 
continuous can hardly be said to cause semantic distortion.® In the light of 
a plural anhâry the singular nahar in Q. 54: 54 could not have been pre- 
ferred for the sake of rhyme, and was anyway interpreted by Zamakhsharî 

" See above, pp. 91-2, 99-100, 102-3. 

* NBSSf 5-23; cf. Spitaler, Review: Fück, 146. 

3 Nöldeke, NBSS, 8-9; the liturgical/cultic value of qul justiiies many of its occur- 
rencea, cf. above, I pp. 13-15. 

■* NBSS, 9; see above, I pp. 13, 19, 26. 

^ See beîow, pp. 116-17; pace Nöldeke, NBSS, 9; cf. Reckendorf, Arahİsehe Syntax^ 
256 para. 3a, but aİso 254 para, zh for min, and 10-11 for ‘prâsentiseh resultativ*; cf. 
BSOAS xxxi (1968) 612. 
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as generic.^ Condemnation of disjunctive formulae like 3^3^ -UJİ j ete. 

as stylistic superfluities was consistent with adverse eriticisin in general of 
recurrent locutions, but reveals in my opinion a mistaken notion of the 
document’s composition, and especially of its halakhic and narrative 
components.^ Asfor the accusation of illogic in Q. 10: 43, 27: 80, and 30: 
52, it seems abnndantly clear from the context of these verses that the 
epithets ‘blind^ and ‘deaf’ were intended and understood figuratively, that is 
‘wilfully blind and deaf to the truth’.^ I find unconvincing Nöldeke’s 
bewilderment at the sudden changes of interlocutor (God, angels, jimi) in 
Q. 37: 164 ff. and 72: 15-16. Discontinuity of that kind is common in 
Müslim seripture and may be compared with other more fundamental 
lines of cleavage, such as the truncated strueture of variant traditions,+ In 
Q. 72: 15-16 the introduetory particles are anyway not those employed for 
the preceding speech of the jinn, and might well signal a change of speaker. 

Nöldeke’s treatment of Quranic simile was stringent to the point of being 
quite unimaginative.s Much of the imagery there is admittedly primitive, 
but comparison of the lot of ahnsgivers to the inereased fruits of the field 
blessed by God (Q. 2: 261, 265) and that of the mean to the produce of 
stony and barren soil (Q. 2; 264) is neither illogical nor entirely unsuccess- 
ful. Further, comparison of that which is spent in vanity with (the effect of) 
an icy wind (Q, 3: 117) is not at ali inconsistent, especially in the light of 

that verse’s ending: ^ W^ıı V î t»j. Nöldeke’s ob- 

jeetion to the formulation of a secundum comparationis as instrument rather 
than effect in 0.3:117, as in 10:24 and 18:45, appearsto meto rest upon 
a very literal interpretation of metaphorical language. In Q. 2: 17-19 it is 
God’s extinguishing of it, not the fire itself, which must be set against the 
storm producingdarkness. Q. 47:15, on the other hand, does exhibit some 
syntactical con^ion, owing to what must be the lengthy interpolative 
gloss to janna, though it could be argued that the primum comparationis is 
not janna at ali, but rather the a-fa-man , . . ka-tnan construetion of the 
preceding verse. But there, and in the following example (Q. 9:19) there is, 
indeed, disequilibrium between substantival constnıctions as first term 
and finite verbal/pronominal constnıctions as second term of the simile. 
Finally, for Q. 31: 28 I suspect that the locution ka-nafsin tjoâhidatin is 
intended to convey ka-shay^in toâhidin (as one thing/act).^ İt is almost 
possible to understand ZamakhsharFs commentary to that verse as at least 

* NBSS, 9; Kashshâf iv, 442 ad loc.: mtr al-jins, but it is more than likely thatyamıât, 
here ennpİoyed eschatologically, was understood as singular, see above, I pp. 27, 29. 

^ NBSS, 9-10. 

3 NBSS, 10; cf. Q. 2: 18-20, 7: 79, II : 24, 47: 23; Isaiah 43: 8, Matthew 13: 10-17 
alluding to Isaiah 6: 9-10. 

^ NBSS^ 10; and see above, I pp. 20-7. ® NBSS, lo-ıı. 

* Pace Sister, ‘Metaphern*, 130; that schematic compilation is, however, very usefuİ; 
cf. also Buhl, ‘Vergleichungen^ ı-ıı; and below, IV pp. 239-42. 
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implicit support for this interpretation; ^ jLs aLLi j} jl 

Inconcinnity like the parallelism of determined and undetermıned sub- 
stantives in Q. 42: 49 is of course not infrequent in the Qur’ân, though 
this particular example appears to have been a consequence of the necessary 
pausal/rhyme form, and is perhaps conspicuous only because of occurrence 
in the next verse of a related locution, both members of which are un- 
determined.2 Q. 27: ı ofFers a less felicitous target for criticism (read any- 

way oUÎ), since the scriptural designations gur^ân and 

kitâb may refer to portions of or to the whole of revelation, a distinction 
often expressed by absence and presence, respectively, of the definite 
article .3 To attribute some repetition to affection for the fyura etymologica 
is sound enough,^ but Q. 4: 136 contains a fixed formula of address (L 

Iwhich can hardly be said anjTvhere in the Qur’ân to in- 

fluence, or to be influenced by, the expression which follows. Similarly, the 
partide ka-dhâUka in Q. 2: 113, 118 may be understood as presentative 
‘thus’ and quite without influence upon the following locution (for Q. 2: 

n8 read Q. 6: 161 SU UJ JİJjb ^‘1 

^.UJl ^ U3 I indeed awkward, its clumsy syntax 

in my opinion a result of distinctly theological patchwork. Abraham’s 
role in Islamic prophetology and the doctrinal nature of the epithets 
hanif and milîay rather than an aesthetic failing, might be thought to 

account for this very curious construction.^ The phrase 

Oj^ÎJ in Q, 12: 47, 48 is an appositional relative clause and may be 

idiomaticJ Similarly, the locution ^43 which must be read in the 

whole context of Q. 12: 74-5» might qualify not merely as idiomatic but 
as a fair example of erlebte Rede."^ Nor do I find illogical the pronominal 
construction in Q. 35: 11‘, in "svlıich it is a question of one man^s life being 
either lengthened or shortened. Moreover, Q. 17: 74, which contains a 
straightfonvard concessive construction, appears to make perfect sense 
without Nöldeke*s paraphrastic translation,^ Confusion of function be- 
tween the concessive particles wa--in and wa~law is a matter of degree 
rather than ofkind, and thus difficulttoinsistupon.*°That Q. 12:17 Lj 

bJ would be logically improved by substitution 

^ Kashshâf 'n\y $oz Q. 31: 28. ^ NBSSy ıı. 3 See above, II pp. 74-6. 

^ NBSSy ır. 5 Hebrew lakhen\ see above, I pp, ıa-13. 

* NBSSy II; cf. Q. 3: 66, 16: 20, and above, II p. 54 
^ Pace Nöldeke, NBSSy 12; cf. Reckendorf, Arabiscke Syntax, 435-6. 

® Pace Nöİdeke, NBSSy 12; cf. Reckendorf, op. cit. 286. 

^ NBSSy 12; cf. Reckendorf, op. cit. 495. 

NBSSy 12, 21; cf. Reckendorf, op. cit. 494, 513. 
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of wa-in for wa 4 aw is just possible, though I am inclined, in view of the 
predominantly vernacular context of Sürat Yûsuf, to see here the trace of 
popular idiom. It may be of some interest to record that whereas Kalbi 
inserted wa-in without comment, Zamakhsharî resorted to paraphrase: 
‘even though {toa-lato) we were in your opinion men of truth and relia- 
bility’,^ 

Two categories of Nöldeke^s ‘stilistische Eigentümlichkeiten’ are 
recognized types of exegetical problem, for treatment of which specific 
rules were formulated by the masoretes: change of number and change of 
person.2 The phenomena adduced here became early on part of the 
established masorah, and provided the evidence from which the principle 
of majâzjtaqdir was derived.^ Nowhere perhaps, does the impression of 
mechanically linked prophetical logia emerge more clearly than from 
observation of this discrete syntax, e.g. reference to God alternately in 
first and third person,*^ The likelihood of textual mutilation as consequence 
of pre-'Uthmanic methods of preservation seems to be remote ,5 and could 
hardly explain the consistent lack of logical structure in the document. 
Capricious syntax would appear to reflect not the Arabian prophet’s 
imperfect grasp of CA, but, rather, that mechanical linkage. Nöldeke’s 
detailed discussion of ellİpsis would be even more persuasive read in the 
way I have suggested, especially the ‘pendant’ narrative formulae.^ Inci- 
dentally, linking wa-rusulan and rusulan in Q. 4: 164-5 with innâ atohaynâ 
of the preceding verse is not quite so far-fetched as Nöldeke appeared to 
believe, though that lengthy enumeration probably owes its existence to a 
series of arbitrary connections.^ It may be that many instances of pleon- 
asm, as of ellipsis, were the result of separate logia traditions roughly 
co-ordinated. Pleonastic negation, on the other hand, often exhibits 

vernacular idiom, as surely in Q. 6: 109 'îı/ lil I4Îİ ^Lj 

The references to anacolutha could be infinitely expanded,® e.g. 

Q. 7: 2 ^ J dJül J3IÎ 

a formulation upon which conscientious and grammatically minded 
exegetes spent many words indeed. However one might interpret the 
stylistic aberrations of Müslim scripture, Nöldeke's conciusion that the 
work was, and must remain, sut generis can hardly be challenged: ‘Der 

' Tafsir, MS Ayasofya 118, 129*^ ad loc.; Kashshâfiit 451. 

2 NBSSy 12-13, and 13-14, respectively. 

3 See Wansbrough, ‘Periphrastic exegesis’, 254-9; and below, IV pp. 219-27. 

* See above, I p, 28. ® NBSS, 14, 16 n. ı. 

^ NBSS, 15-19. ^ NBSS, 15-16; see above, I pp. 34-5 on zoaf^lirsâL 

® NBSS, 19; the examples cited there, and in Zur Gramm., 91, present fevırer probİems 
if wa~lâ is read ‘or\ as in vernacular Arabic; for extension of pleonastic negation see 
Blau, Christian Arabic, 313-15; also BSOAS xxxi (1968) 613. 

® NBSS, 22. 
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Koran bildet eine Literatür für sich, er war ohne wirklichen Vorgânger 
und konnte auch keine Nachfolger haben\^ 

Whatever one could respond to the question of possible precursors, it is 
very doubtful whether Quranic style ever had an effect upon the subsequent 
course of Arabic literatüre, save as source of aphoristic citation. Its 
curious System of periodization(/ia:tt?^ 7 ) maderelation to the literary genre 
known as rhymed prose (saf) unavoidable. The effect of that system upon 
Quranic syntax did not of course escape Nöldeke, and was more recently 
the subject of a special study in which morphology and lexicon were also 
included.^ Terminological dispute about whether Qur’ân and saf could 
even be mentioned in the same breath found a kind of resolution in the 
expression mutamâthilat aUmaqâtt (homoioteleuton).^ Arguments against 
the obvious were mostly of a theological or ad hominem character: e.g. if the 
Qur*ân were nothing but traditional (sic) rhymed prose, how could it be 
miraculous/inimitable (mujiz)? or, in saf meaning was made to fit the 
rhyme, while in the Qur’ân verse endings may enhance but do not inform 
the communication, ete. Resort to termini technici provided the useful 
fâşila, by which Quranic rhyme could be distinguished from that of poetry 
{qâfiya) and of saf {qarînü). In the analysis of forty kinds of grammatical 
and other mutation (ahkâm) both characteristic of and affected by the 
Quranic fâsila, Suyütî adduced material sufficient to support the contention 
that Quranic syntax, as well as certain of its morphological and lexical 
features, owed something of their eccentricity to its periodization/ But 
relation of the fâşila to other forms of rhyme (i.e. qâfiya and qarîna) was 
never suppressed: a shared deseriptive terminology derived from the 
vocabulary of rhetorical ornattıs (badV) was offset by the assertion that the 
rules of application for the fâşila were other than those which obtained for 
poetry, e.g. tadmin (enjambment) and iiâ^ (repetition of rhyme word), 
condemned in verse, were recommended in prose.s 

Even a rough statistical survey of Quranic rhyme indicates predominance 
of forms containing long vowel plus consonant (usually f/ö with or ijü 
and â with -« or another consonant), followed in order of frequency by 
vocalic rhymes (ahlâjiya) and, finally, forms containing short vowel plus 
consonant.* That the dominant rhyme pattem(long vowel/diphthong plus 
consonant) should also carry stress might be inferred from the pausal 
pronunciation of those syllables, whose primary characteristic is the long 

* NBSSy 22 . 

* NBSS, 6, 9, lo, zz\ and Müller, Reimprosa, for whİch see BSOAS xxxiîi (1970) 
389-91. 

3 Suyütî, Itqân, naw* 59: üi, 290-315, esp. 292-5; cf. Norden, Antike KunstpYOsa^ 
909-60 on clausulalcursus; Lausberg, Handbuch^ paras. 985 ff, 1052. 

Itqân İÜ, 296-301, citing Ibn al^â’igh. s See especially Itqdn üi, 302-15. 

® See GdQ i, 36-44; Vollers, Volkssprache, 55-80; feminine rhyme is rare; Fiseher, 
‘Silbenstruktur*, 54-5: short vowel plus two consonants is rare; Birkeland, Pausalformen, 
18-21. 
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vowel/diphthong, rather than the accompanying consonant. Segmentation 
may be said, in other words, to depend as much upon assonance as upon 
rhyme. A number, though not ali, of Müller's morphological and lexical 
phenomena exhibit substitution of iambic for other measures, e,g, fi'âly 
tafil, ifâly and especially fail^ The effect of such is of course greater in 
contexts whcre the rhyme/stress/pausal forms are not too \videly spaced, 
less where the sound-echo is heard only at great intervals, In passages of 
the latter kind, predominant in the longer süras, periodization is achieved 
by insertion of fixed formulae, e,g. tva~llâhu ^azizun haJdniy toa~huwa 
^l-alimu H-rahîm, ete. Employment of formulaic systems may possibly not 
account for ali the phenomena adduced by Müller, for example, such lexi- 
cal items as the proper names liyâsin and Tür Sinini On the other hand, 
a document which, like the Qur’ân, exhİbits so much of traditional imagery 
and of rhetorical sehemata, deserves deseription in those terms, rather than 
as a series of deviations from ‘normal linguistic usage\ Most, if not quite 
ali, of the Quranic passages exhibiting post-position oi fa'ü forms contain 
scarcely varying predications of God.^ While post-position may be con- 
trasted with pre-position in non-pausal contexts, that contrast seems to me 
less important than the over-all impression of formulaic phraseology, for 
which normal word order is in fact post-positional. Similarly, locutions 
like hutoa yuhyi zva-yumit and wa-ilayhi turja'ün might well represent 
crystallized formulae of cultic origin and thus not the most appropriate 
evidence of irregular syntax. For the same reasons the Quranic material 
hardly lends itself to assertions about misuse of tempora.^ Employment in 
seripture of the perfect ‘tense’ as optative or apodictic refleets ancient 
tradition, however inconvenient to the formulation of normative grammar, 
e.g. Genesis 17; 20 ınK ınR iHK TOia mn.s 

How much of Quranic periodization may be attributed to the use of 
cultic formulae and how much to conscious adaptation of the usus loguendi 
to such formulae, is probably impossible to determine. That the document 
owes its undeniable stylistic homogeneity to repetition has been proposed.* 
Even rudimentary data of quantification might be thought to support this 
view. Of a total 78,000 words the Qur’ân contains approximately 1,850 
separate lexical entries, of which about 455 are hapax legomena {nomina 
propria are not inciuded in either count). The resultant ratios, 40: ı and 
4: I respectively, are those found for the corresponding phenomena in 
Hebrew seripture.^ A cursory examination of any Quranic concordance 
will show that it is not merely separate lexica which occur repeatedly, but 
also fixed images and the rhetorical conventions associated with these, To 

* Reimprotay 41-59, 112-28. ^ Rdmproîay 136-7. * Reimprom, 112-28. 

^ ReimprosUy 128-30; see Reuscheî, ^Wa-kâna llâhu *alhnan% 147-53. 

5 Cf. Koch, Grozvtky 211-12. ® See above, I pp. 46-7. 

’ Cf. Ullendorff, ‘Biblical Hebrew', 243. 
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the question of frequency and distribution ratios the reply may be formu- 
lated in terms of ‘typical structures’, or entire segments of recurring 
pattern. To this end nıy description of the document in terms of schemata 
of revelation was conceived.^ Thematic treatment (retribution, sign, exile, 
covenant) and variant traditions (prophetical mission and eschatological 
promise), as well as the entire range of assimilated imagery (the vanished 
nations and the batties of God, angelology and resurrection), depend for 
literary expression upon a set of hardly varying phrases. The relationship 
of these to the rules of normative grammar is consistently anomalous. That 
relationship is exhibited also in the scriptural lexicon. Surprisingiy few of 
the hapax kgomena are from the point of view of literary Arabic rare words, 
e.g. substantives like abâbîl, şamad, tâmmüy Hlliyütiy ete. Most represent 
familiar and practical notions, like bahathy tabassaniy majâlisy jawf, sakaty 
ramZy lafzy harraky haşşaly ete. One is hardly justified in assuming that 
these latter did not figüre in eonımon usage during the period of the 
Qur*ân’s compositîon. There is of course no reason to expect in that 
document only a refleetion of the common usage, or to suppose that notions 
not expressed there did not exist. Those semantic sectors, and there are 
many, not represented in the Qur’an may be thought indifferent, sub specie 
aeternitatisy 

But even as lingua sacra seripture must be analysed as a unit of literary 
produetion. Guided by the subject matter itself, one has not far to seek for 
the archetypes of Quranic imagery. For that the search is not less arduous. 
The incorporation of Biblical concepts and imagery entailed an important 
stylistic concomitant, namely, the Deutungsbedürftigkeit characteristic of 
sacred language.^ From the moment of its utterance the word of God 
required exegesis. Önce it had achieved canonical status, seripture pro- 
duced systematic interpretation. The forms generated by that process and 
the hermeneutical principles from which they were derived varied with the 
needs of the community. Both constitute the subject of the foIlowing 
ehapter. 

* See above, I pp. 1—33. 

3 See above, pp. 99-100. 


^ Cf. Barr, Comparative Philology, 223-37. 
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The elaboration of İslam may be seen as co-ordination of three generically 
distinct factors: canon, prophet, and sacred language. A useful index to the 
relative significance of each in that elaboration emerges from examınation 
of the kinds of exegetical literatüre in existence at various points of its 
course. Even apart from the interpretative material inciuded within the 
text of the canon, the exegetical literatüre can hardly be described as 
homogeneous, and several criteria have been employed in its description: 
the type of scriptural material treated, argument of the author, date of 
composition, ete. I propose here to experiment with two different criteria 
of classification, the one stylistic, the other functional, which seem to me to 
be mutually corroborative in producing the following exegetical typology: 

1. Haggadic. 

2. Halakhic. 

3. Masoretic. 

4. Rhetorical. 

5. Allegorical 

From the point of view of funetion, by which I mean the role of each in the 
formulation of its history by a self-conscious religious community, these 
exegetical types exhibit only a minimum of overlapping and, save for the 
last-named, might almost be chronologically plotted in the above sequence. 
The inereasing sophistication discernible in the treatment of seripture 
corresponded to a demand, at least among the exegetes themselves, for 
finer and subtIer terms of clarification and of dispute. Allegorical exegesis 
represented a reaction to the generous manner in which that demand had 
been met. 

From the point of view of style, however, the types proposed here dis- 
play a degree of uniformity which could be misleading. Common to ali is 
the presence, wholly or in part, of the canonical text of revelation. One of 
the problems to be examined is the precise relationship of that text in each 
type of exegesis to the accompanying commentary, qualified by the obser- 
vation that redactional processes have contributed inevitably to an over- 
simplified picture of that relationship. A second cause of uniformity is 
posed by the recurrence in each type of technical terms whose usage seems 
at first sight to be constant, thus providing apparent, but in fact deceptive, 
evidence of methodological similarity. An example was application of the 
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term majâz to two quite different exegetical procedures.^ Finally, the 
identity of explanations, whether lexical, grammatical, or rhetorical, 
throughout the literatüre of scriptural interpretation provokes an under- 
standable impression of uniformity. Here, too, the evidence can be decep- 
tive. The value, indeed the sense, of any such explanation can, it seems to 
me, be elicited only from the total context of the commentary in which it 
appears. Thus, glossing alladhına kafarü (those who reject/disbelieve) in 
Q. 25: 32 as yahüd (Jews) will not have meant to Zamakhsharî (d. 538/ 
1143) what it did to ^Abdallâh b. 'Abbâs (d. 68/687).^ Similarly, the 
‘extrapolation’ technique recommended by a number of scholars in the 
attempt to recover from the works of later exegetes those of the early 
authorities (e.g. Mujâhid from Tabarî, al-Aşamm from Tha'labî) can have 
but limited success, quite apart from the presence of defective chains of 
transmission and of conflicting judgements based on a single authority 
(perfectly illustrated by the profusion of dicta ascribed to Ibn 'Abbas).^ 
It will be useful to remember that no writer merely transmits, and 
that even a compilation reveals principles both of selection and of 
arrangement. 

As corrective to this impression of uniformity I propose for the stylistic 
analysis of exegetical literatüre a distinction between the elements of 
explication and the framework in which they appear. Both may be described 
as containing a measure of characteristic form, the relation between them 
being always one of tension, often of opposition, Tension may be said to 
exist when explicative elements that are minimal and to some extent basic 
units of interpretation (e.g. hâkadhâ for kadhâlikaj toallahi for tallahi) 
occur in a typical context, which is their original framework or point of 
literary origin. Such elements, always recognizable and seldom productive, 
are freely borrowed by writers employing the same exegetical framework. 
Opposition may be said to exist when these and more elaborate explicative 
elements figüre in at5q)ical contexts. An example is the appearance in 
Farrâ* (d. 207/822) ad Q. 17: ı of the story of Muhammad and the caravan 
belonging to Quraysh on the road from Jerusalem, an instance of pro- 
phetical thaumaturgy quite out of place in a masoretic context .4 Less 
conspicuous but no less important examples of opposition between element 
and framework are found in late exegetical works where dissenting or 
minority opinions were introduced by such locutions as zoa-gîla (and it has 
been said) and toorgurVa (and it has been read). For example, in tlıe vartam 
lectiones kalimâtlkalima for Q. 7: 158 the non-canonical singular was 
adduced reluctantly by both Zamakhsharî and Baydâwî (d. 691/1292) 

* See Wansbrough, ‘Periphrastic exegesis’, 254-9, 265—6; and below, pp. 227-32. 

* Kaskskâfııiy 278 ad loc.; Suyütî, Itqân i, 122; see above, I pp. 36-8. 

* Cf. Birkeland, The Lord guideth^ 20-1, 62-3; Horst, *Zur Überliefeaıng*, 290-307; 
see below, pp. 139-40. 

^ Ma'ânt ^UQurân ii, 115-16; see above, II pp. 69-70. 
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and the dogmatic equivalent kaUmaıbgos inciuded only as a final 
option," 

Now, it is the ascertainable quantity of explicative elements in a typical 
context or habitual framework which constitutes an exegetical type. Such a 
type exhibits a structure sufficiently consistent for intrusions of the kinds 
alluded to above to be noticeable, and I have indicated five Avhich in my 
judgement provide a typology of Islamic exegetical literatüre. The totû 
number of elements will of course vary according to definition, which for 
the following anaiysis will be as broad as possible. I have selected twelve 
kinds of procedural device, each of which is potentially variable but not 
beyond recognition, irrespective of the combinations in which it is em- 
ployed: 

1. Variae lectiones. 

2. Poetic loci probanîes. 

3. Lexical explanation. 

4. Grammatical expIanation. 

5. Rhetorical explanation. 

6. Periphrasis. 

7. Analogy. 

8. Abrogation. 

9. Circumstances of revelation. 

10. Identification. 

11. Prophetical tradition. 

12. Anecdote. 

Study of the distribution of these phenomena across the range of exegetical 
literatüre ought to produce a means of isolating the essentially separate 
activities which preceded the appearance of classical Islamic tafsir. That 
is a conventional term whose origin appears to have been rhetorical rather 
than exegetical and the result of a preoccupation with profane rather 
than \vith sacred literatüre.^ It may have been the monumental work of 
Taban (d. 311/923) which contributed to an almost permanent edipse of 
some interesting controversy on the subject of exegetical nomenclature. 
It is not at ali impossible that the arguments of his younger contemporary 
Mâturîdî (d. 333/944) \vere calculated to establish a fixed semantic value 
for the term tafsity not merely to pos^jlate the eventually inconclusive 
distinction tafsir — ta*mL^ But whatever its technical designation, Quranic 
exegesis would seem to have found its earliest expression within a basically 
narrative framework which may conveniently be described as haggadic. 

* Cf. BSOAS xxxiii {1970) 392, on the misinterpretation o£ that method in Khoury, 
Les Tkeoîogiens byzantins, 21 n. 13; see above, II pp. 76-7. 

^ See Wansbrough, ‘Qur*ânic exegesis^ 469-85. 

3 See Götz, ‘Mâturîdî’, esp. 31—8; and beIow, pp. 154-8. 
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I. HAGGADIC EXEGESIS 

In an exegetical woris: ascribed to Muqâtil b. Sulajmân (d. 150/767) and 
entitled Tafsîr, the author related the following story ad Q. 18: 9.’ 

Abû Jahi said to Quraysh: Send someone to the Jews of Yathrib to ask them 
whether this man (Muhammad) is a prophet or a liar—that wouîd be a solution. 
So they sent fîve, among whom were Nadr b. Hârith and 'Uqba b. Abı Mu'ayf. 
When these reached the dty they said to the Jews: We have come to you about 
something which happened to us recently and which is getting worse. We fear 
that it may cause confusion and upset the status quo, Thİs man—humble, poor, 
and an orphan—prays to Rahman. Now the only Rahman we know is Musaylima 
the false prophet who, as you also know, never caused anything but destruction 
and slaughter. But he (Muhammad) claims to be informed by Gabriel, who is an 
enemy of yours, so teli us whether you find any mention of him in your scriptures. 
The Jews replied: We do find him described as you say. The men of Quraysh 
interrupted: Among his own elan those nobler and richer than he do not believe 
him. The Jews answered: We find that his own people are those most violently 
opposed to him, and yet this is the time in which he is to appear. The men of 
Ouraysh countered: But Musaylima the false prophet is his teacher, so teli us 
something that we can ask him about, that Musaylima cannot teach him, and that 
only a prophet can know. So the Jews said: There are three things—if he knows 
them he is a prophet, if not he is a liar. Ask him about the Men in the Cave, and 
Dhû *l-Qarnayn, and the Spirit. And they told the men of Quraysh the stories of 
the first two and added, with regard to the third: If he says either littie or much 
about that, he is a liar. Delighted, the men of Ouraysh returned to Mecca, and 
Abû Jahi said to the prophet (sic ): Son of *Abd al-Mutallib, we are going to ask 
you about three things—if you know them, you are telling the truth, and if not, 
you are a liar. The prophet replied: What is it ? Ask me what you like. So Abû 
Jahi replied: We ask you about the Men in the Cave, so teli us about them. And 
Dhû ’ 1 -Qarnayn, so teli us about him. And the Spirit, so teli us what that is. 
If you know what they are, you are vindicated, but if you do not, you are deluded 
and bewitched. And the prophet answered: Come back tomorrow and I will teli 
you. But he did not say: God willing! He waited three days, then Gabriel came 
to him, and the prophet said: Gabriel, the people are asking me about three 
things. The latter replied; For that very reason I have come to you. 

Somewhat abridged and followmg upon an elaborate deseription of 
attempts by Quraysh to seduce Muhammad with promises of money, 
power, and even medical attention, the same story appears in the biography 
of the Arabian prophet composed by Ibn Ishâq (d. 151/768), in the recen- 
sion of Ibn Hisham (d. 218/834).^ In that account Quraysh sent only two 
men (those actually named in MuqâtiFs version); the three minör motifs— 
conneetion of Rahman with Musaylima, Gabriel as enemy of the Jews, 

* GAS i, 36-7; MS H. Hüsnü 17, ı67'^-I68^ 

* GAS i, 288-90, 297-9; Sıra i, 300 - 2 . 
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and prediction of Muhammad in Jewish scripture—^were omitted; the 
three components of the ‘test’ were designated Youths {fitya\ Wanderer 
{rajul tawwâf)y and Spirit {jüK) ; and Muhammad waited fifteen days for 
Gabriel 

In both works the story provided a narrative framework for lengthy 
commentary on Sürat d-Kahf. Examination of the means by which that 
was achieved ought to throw some light on the structural consistency 
of haggadic exegesis. Central to both versions is the part played by the 
rabbis of Yathrib (Medina) in the formulation of its strategy by Meccan 
opposition to Muhammad. As such, it is one of many but typical of all 
literary devices which implied a historical link between two sources of 
resistance to the Arabian prophet.^ Employment of this particular frame- 
work, 'which figures also as an immediate cause of revelation {sahdb al- 
nuzûl), compels the reader to accept the Qur’an document as a source for 
the life of Muhammad and thus for conditions in the Hijaz during the 
seventh century. With regard to the integrity of the Quranic text, 
Muqâtirs use of the narrative appears at least to be the more rigorous of 
the two: the entire content of Sürat al-Kahf (one or two parts but tacitly) 
was related to the story of Abû Jahi and the rabbis. The author achieved 
that end by resort to two somewhat mechanical devices. Ad Q. 18: ı 
the word Hzoajan was glossed mukhtalifan and the meaning ‘variation/ 
irregularity’ applied not to the content of scripture but to its mode of 
revelation.^ Evocation of the terminology pertinent to that dispute will have 
been intentional, since Muqâtil added immediately a prophetical anecdote 
containing an admonition addressed to the Jews by Muhammad on the 
certain consequences of their ignoring the message from God. Moreover, 
the prolepsis so characteristic of Muqâtirs style is exhibited here by con- 
joining to the prophetical anecdote the daim of four Medinese Jews 
(named) that ^Uzayr (Ezra) was the son of God. The locus classicus for dis- 
cussion of that allegation is Q. 9: 30, where it may be combined with anti- 
Christian polemic, as well as with the idolatry of Ouraysh.^ Muqatil 
interpreted Q. 18: 4 exclusively as reference to the Jews, while Ibn 

Ishâq mentioned only Quraysh: J -İİbjİ 

Jitll ob JLjJ U[ ^ formulation which, however un- 

likely the utterance ascribed to the prophet’s Meccan opponents, did 
service to the cause of the exegetical tradition which emphasized the Hijazi 
background to İslam. As such, the ıSira passage could be thought to 
exhibit traces of editorial intervention, while Muqâtirs treatment, in 

I See above, I pp. 16-17,18, 36, II pp. 62, 72-3, 78-80; and Hirschfeld, ‘Controver- 
sies*, 100-16. 

* See above, I, pp. 36-8. 

^ e.g. Zamakhsharî, Kashshâf ii, 263 ad loc. 
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contrast, is almost certainly a reflex of Rabbinic and/or apocryphal tradi- 
tions conceming Ezra.^ 

Thus, in Muqâtirs version verses 4-8 of Sûra 18 were anticipated and 
the narrative, replete with allusion to the fate of earlier heedless peoples 
{umam khâliya),^ brought up to the account of Abû Jahl. Two of the three 
episodes representing the components of the ‘rabbinicaF test of prophet- 
hood, contained in verses 9-26 and 83-98, are commented at some length, 
and the third accommodated by reference at verses 108—10 to yet another 

facet of the Jev^ish opposition to MuhammadF 

dJÎ cjî dJJİj UtJl üj^ 

jî <u 5 ^l c-îöjî 

tilij (jUJ aijl Jlfli lAifc üj^ 

j^e^\ (1)^ jJ (Jlsi ti dU-Cj Uİp 

oLlT' aiü* 6Î ^ ^JJ oUİ 53 . This passage (obliques 

separate canonical text from commentary) illustrates several aspects of 
Muqltirs method: zero connective betvveen khâlidin fihâ and lâyamûtün 
may signal paraphrase; the connective ya^ni between hiwalan and muta- 
haımvilan may introduce either an interpretation or, as here, a gloss; 
wa-dhâUka anjanna generally indicates the ‘occasion’ of revelation; 
fa~qâla subhânahu signals resumption of the canonical text, often accom- 
panied, as here, by a ‘stage direction’ indicating the person(s) addressed. 
Now, in this instance Jevvs 'vvere adduced expressly to complete the narra¬ 
tive: by inciuding the third component of the test of prophethood, namely, 
knowledge of the Spirit. But rather than çite the relevant Quranic 
passage (17: 85), Muqâtil paraphrased it in terms of a Jewish allegation, 
Muhammad’s assertion, and God's confîrmation of His prophet, in the 
course of which scriptural syntax sufFered not a littie. The stylistic advan- 
tages of this procedure become apparent when compared with the method 
of MutâtiFs contemporary, Ibn Ishâq. 

There, a longer and more intricate prelüde to the revelation of Sürat 
al~Kahf necessitated a correspondingly complex interpretation, in the 
course of which fragments of ten Quranic süras were treated (in the follow- 
ing sequence: 19: 64, 18: 1-8, 18: 9-26, 18: 83-98, 17: 85, 31: 27, 13: 
31, 25: 7~ıo, 20, 17: 90-3, 13: 30, 96: 9-19, 34; 47, 41: 26, 74; 31, 
17: ııo), being adduced as the revelations brought to Muhammad in 
consequence of his encounters with the combined forces of Arabian Jewry 

* Tafsity MS H. Hüsnü 17, 167**, Stra i, 302; see beİow, p. 127; Geiger, Was hat 
Mokammed, 191-2; Horovitz, Untersuchungen, 127-8, 167; Speyer, Erzahlungen, 413; 
and cf. Künstlinger’s speculation on the messianic content of 4 Ezra 7: 28-9, ‘*U2air*, 
381-3, though attribution to Muhammad of a 'mistaken interpretation* seems far-fetched. 

* See above, I pp. 2-5. 

3 TafsiVy MS H. Hüsnü 17, ı67''-9*', I72‘'-3^ 173*^» respectively. 
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and Quraysh.^ Ibn Ishlq’s treatment is characterized by the strictest 
economy, The three episodes Central to the theme of the Medinese rabbis 
occupy six pages, and the scriptural passages (18: 9-26,18: 83-98, 17: 85) 
are compactly and explicitly presented.^ Narrative precedes and foIlows 
but does not interrupt. Interpretation consists primarily of gloss and 
paraphrase, the only connectives employed being ay and zero. Ad Q. 17: 
85 Jews and Quraysh were brought together in the following manner: 

<UJİ UJ Jli ajl 0 ^ 

Jjy Ubt ^ Uj/dU^ JUpe-4 b j L&.Î cJÜ 

w dlftU- UJ jkl düli l^li (JU dUy 

ji U dDi J *UIİ ^ <J I4Îİ *UJİ JUi 

djA^JÎ. There the rabbis {ahbâr yahûd) confronted Muhammad in 

Medina Avith an alleged utterance of his confirming the omniscience of 
the Torah (formulated as revelation: tatlû fimâ jaaka) and citing 
(correctly) Q. 17; 85, to which Muhammad retorted that it referred to both 
Quraysh and Jews: and of knowledge you have been granted but litde. 
Thus the stoıy of Abü Jahi and the rabbis was completed and confirmed by 
a later event. In Ibn Ishâq, moreover, the denouement was logical and 
consistent. In Muqâtil the Jews reproached Muhammad for claiming to 
have knowledge from his Lord and yet professing to know nothing of the 
Spirit, thus revealing their treachery, since it was that very ignorance 
which was to be proof of Muhammad *s divine calling.^ 

The ‘rabbinical’ test of prophethood employed with varying skill by 
the exeg€tes is clearly remote from Jewish doctrine, and reflects a very 
primitive level of polemical discourse.^ But its function here might be 
thought stylistic rather than merely polemical, a suspicion corroborated 
if not confirmed by the transparent adaptation of an ayyâm motif: the 
offer of three courses of action {thalâth khişâl) to the protagonist, as a 
means of both stimulating and limiting movement within the narrative 
framework.s The motif was consistently related to Jewish, if not always 
to Meccan, resistance to Muhammad, as can be seen from a version adduced 

by Suyûtî: JUi «Uti -Ull Jj^^j <UJİ ^ JU 

JaÎ jfcUİ» Jjî Lj 2bLJ! Jjî U 'ili “i/ ^ 

JU UiT ti' 

’ Sîra i, 294-302 and 302-14, * Sira i, 303-8. 

^ Cf. Geiger, JVas kat Mohammedj 38 ad Q. 25; 4. 

♦ See above, II pp. 70-1, 74; and cf. Vajda, *Juifs et Musulmans’, 99-108 for the 
versions in Ahmad b. îjanbal. 

5 See Caskel, ‘Aijâm aî-*Arab*, 49-52; Widengren, ‘Oral tradition’, 232-43; Sellheim, 
‘Die Muhammad-Biographie’, 70, 84-5; Stetter, Topoi und Schmatüy 36-9; cf. the same 
device in ı Chronicles 21: 10-13. 
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(Q. 2: 97) ûAa ^ ^j-^l jJL£- tiJJS Jü There the 

interrogation took place in Medina and the three components of the test 
were different, but the minör motif depicting Gabriel as enemy of the 
Jews was inciuded, with the expected reference to Q. 2; 97.^ Eisewhere 
Suyütî adduced a part of the Muqâtil/Ibn Ishâq version of the test, in- 
cluding only Q. 17: 85 and the question of the Spirit, with a choice of 
Medinese or Meccan setting, and with characteristic logic opted for the 
latter since that was where Q. 17: 85 had been revealed*^ 

The observation of Nöldeke“Schwally: ‘das Ganze ist höchst fabel- 
haft, so dass wir nicht viel darauf zu geben haben\ is also characteristic of 
the arbitrary ‘historicaF method which for a century has dominated 
the course of Islamic and particularly of Quranic studies. There are, in 
fact, very few verses of the text of revelation which were not ‘bald nach 
Mekka, bald nach Medina verlegt’, abundantly clear from even a cursory 
reading of the firstJfifteen chapters of Suyûtrs Itqân? Despite Nöldeke’s 
confident assertion; ‘Wir haben vor ihnen ailen aber doch namentlich eins 
voraus: die Unbefangenheit gegenüber dem religiösen VorurteiL Und 
dazu sind wir in der Schule der wissenschaftlichen Kritik aufgewachsen\ 
his historical evaluation of traditional data did not bring him much 
beyond the position established and occupied by Suyûti 400 years earlier.^ 
Modifications of Nöldeke“Schwally by Bell and Blachâre, respectively, 
exhibit refinement of detail but no critical assessment of the principle 
involved, namely, whether a chronology/topography of revelation is even 
feasible .5 Nor is the historical analysis of six süras undertaken by Birkeland 
free of the implications of that principle, which can, after ali, only be 
a matter of conjecture.® An example is his interpretation of Q, 93: 6-8 
in terms of exegetical alterations inflicted upon the data of the prophet*s 
‘orthodox* biographyJ A literary analysis would at least require con- 
sideration of traditional cultic formulae, e.g. Psalms 10:12-18,22:24 on the 
‘orphan’s lot'.^ Suyûtî’s argument for Q. 17: 85 was anyway of minimal 

* Itqân i, 97: citing Bukharî on the authority of Anas; see above, II pp. 62-3. 

2 Itqân i, pp. 93-4. 

3 GdQ i, 139: but both rejection and acceptance of these conflicting reports presuppose 

criteria of assessment at worst pemicious, at best subjective, see above, I pp. 38-41, and 
below, pp. 177-81. 4 NBSSy 5-6. 

^ Cf. Bell, BelVs Introduction^ esp. 108-20; Watt, ‘Richard BelVs theories*, 46-56; 
Blach^re, Introductİon, esp. 182-98, 240—63; but also Torrey, Foundation, 91—8. 

* The Lord Gutdeth, sûras 93, 94, 108, 105, 106; id. ‘Sûrah 107*, 13-29. 

^ The Lord Guideth, 23-37. 

* Such is the method attempted here, particularly in ch. I (theodicy) and ch. II (pro- 
phetology). A valuable and detailed exposition of the snares inherent in literary analysis 
may be studied in the recent work of Richter, Exegese ah Literaturvnssemchaft, esp. 27—48. 
For the Quranic revelation a systematic theology, such as Stieglecker, Die Glaubensükren 
des İslam, or a comparative one, such as Masson, Le Coran et la revelation judeo-chretierme, 
dispenses with the historical dimension and thus also with a makeshift psychoanalysis of 
prophetical experience, see above, II pp. s6-8. 
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sigRİficance for the narrative value of the prophetical ‘test’; concem with 
the precise dating and location of separate revelations was a serious occupa- 
tion only at the halakhic level of scriptural exegesis. 

For Muqâtil and Ibn Ishâq it was the story that mattered. Indeed, it 
may be said of the former that the scriptural text was subordinate, con- 
ceptually and syntactically, to the narratio, That this is less true of Ibn 
Ishâq’s work could be a result of its having been drastically edited by a 
scholar fully conversant with the methods and* principles of masoretic 
exegesis. To anticipate with a single iUustration my discussion of that 
exegetical type; in the Sîra lexicai problems, e.g. bâkhVun nafsaka (Q. 
18: 6), al-raqtm (18: 9), shatafan (18: 14), are elucidated by reference to 
loci probantes from poetry, not, however, by the author of the work but 
by its editör (signalled qâla Ibn Hishâm)^ When glossing a scriptural 
locution, e.g. sultân bayyin (Q. 18; 15), Ibn Ishâq merely declared: that 
is, an eloquent proof {ay bi-hujja bâUgha)y without adducing extemal 
evidence.2 Muqâtil, on the other hand, limited his comparative material 
for lexica to scriptural shawâhidy introduced by the expressions wa- 
naziruha (analogous to that) and mithia qawlihi ta'âlâ (as in scripture), 
which became technical terms in the masorah.^ Now, the intrusion 
of such editorial elements into Ibn Ishâq’s biography of the prophet is 
only the beginning of an answer to the question: how did the author of the 
Sira deal with scriptural material ? From my analysis of the story of Ja'far b. 
Abî Tâlib and the Najâshî it will be clear that I regard the narratio as 
paramount and the isolation of scriptural texts in canomcal form an after- 
thought .4 The fairly tidy separation of scripture from narratio in the 
story of Sürat aUKahf I am tempted to ascribe to editorial revision of the 
kind in which poetic shawâhid for scriptural lexica would also be charac- 
teristic. In other words, the Sira exhibits evidence of both halakhic and 
masoretic reformulation; of the former in its attention to asbâb al-nuzüly 
nowhere more clearly illustrated than in the proliferation of Ouranic 
passages appended to the story of Abû Jahi and the rabbis of Medina; 
and of the ktter in the employment of poetry to explain Quranic lexica. 
None the less, the structural similarity between the works of Ibn Ish§q 
and Muqâtil seems to me almost beyond dispute, and if the terms sİra 
and tafsir later became designations of distinct literary genres, their basic 
identity for the earlier period may, I think, be conceded.s 

The narrative style is best observed in Muqâtil. There, separation of 
scripture from commentary is diflhcult, frequently impossible, The author 
achieved that unity of presentation by resort to several devices: prolepsis, 
repetition(subsumption), presence/absence of connectives, stage directions, 


* Stra i, 302-4; see below, pp. 216-18. 

* See below, pp. 208-15. 

5 Cf. BSOAS xxxî (1968) 148-9. 


* Sıra i, 304. 
+ See above, I pp. 38-43. 
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supercommentary, and interpolation(paraphrase). Prolepşis is the means by 
which the narratio was maintained intact, and I have described the manner 
in which the first eight verses of Sürat aUKahfvj&re rendered introductory 
to the tale of Abû Jahi, with subsequent accommodation of verses 9-26 
(the Men in the Cave), verses 83-98 (Dhû ’hQarnayn), and inciusion of the 
third component of the test (the Spirit) by reference at verse 109 to a con- 
frontation of Muhammad with the Jews of Medina, in which Q. 17: 85 
was paraphrased (equation of kalimât tabin in 18: 109 with Hlm in 17: 
85). Intervening segments of the sûra were related to the narration {Leit~ 
motiv) by a system of cross-reference. For example, the parable of the 
two gardens, verses 32-44, was connected with the Men in the Cave by 
giving the name of one of them, Yamlîkhâ (who v/as sent by the others 
into a near-by village to buy food and thus brought about their discovery), 
to that one of the (two) gardeners who found favour vith God. Now, the 
(two) gardeners were members of B. Isrâ’îl and so too, according to Muqâ- 
til, were the Müsâ and Khi^ of the journey related in verses 60-82. 
Identification of the latter was important, since it appears to have been 
a matter of dispute and intimately linked to the role of Moses in Müslim 
prophetology.^ It may also be noted that in the anecdote introducing the 
journey that particular Moses was instructed by Gabriel, despite his 
hostility to the Jews (!), on how to reach the Fountain of Life ('oyn al~ 
hayât),^ Of some interest, too, is the dialogue preceding the initial quest 
of Müsâ for Khidr, in which the former was reproached by God (a non- 
Ouranic revelation introduced by fa~awhâ Hlâhu ilayhi) for thinking 
himself the most intelligent of men. That theme was resumed in the 
ensuing conversation between Mûsl and Khi^, in which the former^s 
knowledge of God was compared with the amount of food which a bird 
could with its beak collect from the sea.^ The specifically marine imagery 
of that passage {^ilm:bakr) anticipated the phraseology of verse 109 vı^hich, 
as I have shown, was MuqStirs method of introducing Muhammad’s 
knowledge of the Spirit into his commentary on Sürat al-Kahf, 

Continuity was also achieved by frequent repetition of scriptural passages 
occasionally paraphrased and/or anticipated by paraphrase, as in the anec¬ 
dote introducing the journey of Müsâ and Khidr, where the locution 
^a-awâ ilâ U~şakkra anticİpates verse 63. Smooth transition from com¬ 
mentary to text could result in omission, e.g. of the anaphoric fantalaçâ 
hattâ idhâ of verse 71 (cf. verses 74, 77), sacrificed in the interests of a 

* Tafsir^ MS H. Hüsnü 17, i7i*‘-2*^; see above, II pp, 56-7, 76; and 

Goldziher, Studien ii, 163: citing Bnkhârİ, Kitâb al-Tafsir, 277-82. 

^ Cf. above, II pp. 62-3; Geiger, IVas hat Mohammedy 168, 187-8; Zunz, Vortrage, 
^ 37 ~ 9 t esp-138 n. fa): for Elijah and R. Joshua b. Levi; but also Horovitz, Untersuckungeny 
141-3; i, 141-2; Speyer, Erzâhlungen, 238-9; Schwarzbaum, ‘Theodicy legends*, 
119-69. 

^ Tafsify MS H. Hüsnü 17, 171'— 



PRINCIPLES OF EXEGESIS 


129 


racy dialogue bet:ween Khidr and the ship's captain; or at verse 47, where 
the gloss fa-lam yabqa minhum ahad appears without the corresponding 
text.^ Inconsistent employment of connectives (mostly ya*ni, occasionally 
yaqüly rarely ay) produces the impression that such were used not so 
much or at ieast not exclusively to separate text from commentary, but 
rather as punctuation, the equivalent of pause in oral delivery. This 
usage is especially remarkable Avhereyû'nf signals a gloss not of a scriptural 
term but of one in the commentary, e.g. wa-lakinna ^uzayr ^ahd allâh 
dâkhirya*nişaghtrariy anticipating verse 4, orjazaan karitnanya'm H-jannay 
glossing ajran kaşanan of verse 2.^ Supercommentary of that kind, for 
example, ad verse 54: şarrafnâ yardlawwanndya*nı toasafnây and passimy 
Avould seem to indicate oral delivery.^ Zero connective, on the other hand, 
e.g. ad verses 108-9: khâlidtn fthâjlâ yamütüny and verse 31: asâmr tnin 
dhahablwa'asâwir min ItClıCy provokes a different kind of problem, namely; 
■vvhether the expiicative element is to be understood as gloss or as inter- 
polation or, indeed, as part of scripture.^ The phenomenon is not limited 
to Muqatil: in Ibn Ishâq ad Q. 18: 2 the intrusive phrase wa~adhâban 
alîman fi ^l~âkhira is glossed as though it were scripture.^ Even more 
arresting are revelations not now part of the canonical text introduced by 
formulae such as wa~qâla subhânahu and the like, usually reserved by 
Muqâtil to signal resumption of the canonical text in combination with a 
‘stage direction’, e.g. qüla likujfâr makküy lil-yahüdy lil-naşârâ. For in- 

stance, the passage ad verse 45 i::^\ JJU 

o&U ISI ÜJüt dJjâö jA il ^.,^1 jA could be 

a gloss, possibly a paraphrase of Q. 6:99, though I am inclined to under- 
stand it as an independent utterance,* like that inciuded in a prophetical 

hadîîh at the end of Sürat aUKahf-P ^ UÎ aJJt 

UaJU. (J u ^ (j. Subsumed 

by traditional scholarship under the heading hadith gudsiy dicta of this şort 
may owe their origin to haggadic exegesis.-^ 

Muqâtirs style is characterized by recurrence of certain minimal units 
of explication whose distribution was naturally determined by the text of 
scripture, but which may be regarded as constants in the over-all structure. 
Examples are dhâîika glossed hâdhây kadhâlika.hâkadhây ladunı^znday 
lawlâ:hallâ, khayr:afdaly mathahshabahy ete. Such units, in so far as they 
were seldom if ever points of departure for extended interpretation, were 
non-produetive and applied ’vvith considerable freedom throughout works 
belonging to the haggadic type. At the levels of halakhic and masoretic 

* Tafsîry 171^ 171^ 170*’, respectively; the third example may be merely a cakamı. 

^ Tafstr, 167^ 3 Tafsir, ıyo\ * Tafsir, 173^, ı6g\ 

5 Sıra i» 302. ® Tafsir, 170^. ’ Tafsir, 173^ 

* See Tahânawî, Iştılahât, 280-1; GdQ i, 256-8. 

F 
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exegesis these minimal units might become productive and even crucial 
to a solution of a juridical or textual problem, but within the haggadic 
framework their cumulative effect cannot be said to disturb the Central 
position of the narraito, Thus, examination of the exegetical work of 
Muqâtirs contemporary, Muhammad Kalbı (d. 146/763),^ turns up a 
similar range of minimal units of explication, e.g. dhâlika glossed hâdhâ, 
kadhâlika : hâkadhây lada : Hnda^ in : mâ, la alla : likay, wa-in : wa-qad, atâ : aHâ, 
tallâhi:wallâhiy khayrıafdal, ete. In neither writer are these syntactical 
and lexical equivalents accompanied by loci probantes, scriptural or pro- 
fane, or any other argument of justification. 

This manner of glossing generated in the works of both writers two 
characteristic and related techniques: serial repetition and circular expli- 
cation. An example of the first is found in Muqâtil ad Q, 18: 85, 89, 92, 
where the refrain fa-atba* sababan (so he pursued a course) is glossed at 
each appearance: ya'nt Hhn asbâb manâzili ^l~ard wa-turuqihâ (that is, 
knowledge of the strueture of the world and its ways).^ In Kalbi adQ, 12: 
25-8 the verb qadda (cut, tear) is glossed four times by the synonymous 
shaqqa, and the locution min dubur (from behind) twice by the synonym 
min kkalf.^ Again, ad Q, 12: 28 kay d (wile) is glossed twice makr wa~ 
şanV (deceit and deed), and immediately thereafter, ad verses 33-4 by 
makr (deceit) alone; earlier, in verse 5, kay d is glossed by another syno¬ 
nym: hüa^ Ad Q. 12: 85 qâlü (they said) is provided with the ‘stage 
direetion’ tmiduhu wa-wuld zouldihi (his children and grandehildren), 
repeated for verses 95 and 97 and varied for verse 96 with the synonymous 
li-banîhî wa~banî banîhi.^ Now, such repetition without appreciable interval 
seems quite unnecessary, and must not be confused with genuinely 
helpful explanation like the gloss of aktharu ^l-nâs (most of the people) 
ever3rwhere in Sürat Yûsuf (12: 21, 38, 40, 68) as ahi mişr (Egyptians), 
except at verse 103, where the admonition is transferred from a typologicil 
to an aetiological plane and the locution glossed ahi makka (Meccans).^ 
Moreover, in the last example the intervals between occurrence of the 
phrase in seripture might seem to justify repetition. 

The second glossing technique shared by the two exegetes, and which I 
have called circular explication, may be seen in Muqâtil ad Q. 18: 104-5. 
There dalla (errant) is glossed habitat (in vain), while in the very next 
verse habitat in the text of seripture is glossed with the synonym hatalatJ 
In Kalbi ad Q. 12: 31, 51 f^ha lillâh (God forbid!) is glossed each time 
with the synonymous nuYâdh allâh, while in verses 23 and 79, where the 


* GAS i, 34-5; MS Ayasofya 118. 

* Tafsir, MS H. Hüsnü 17,172^^; at verse 85 the scriptural text itself is omitted, probably 
owing to homoıoteleuton with the preceding verse, but the gloss is there, 

3 Tafsîr, MS Ayasofya 118, 130^ 4 Tafsîr, 130^ 128^ 

5 Tafsîr, 134^ 135"''''. ^ Tafsîr, 129^ 131»^-^ 133V 135V, 

’ Tajsit, MS H. Hüsnü 17. 173^ 
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latter expression is scriptural, it is glossed both times düdhu billâh (I take 
refuge with God).* This circular, or perhaps more accurately, sliding 
explication was applied also to those glosses which I have designated 
minimal units, e.g. la^alla (perhaps) is throughout Sürat Yusuf explained 
by Kalbi as equivalent to lîkay (in order to), but in verse 83 the word 
^asâ (perhaps) is gratuitously glossed la'alla.^ The semantic principle that 
words have uses, not merely meanings, is clearly one with which both 
Muqatil and Kalbı were familiar. On the other hand, the exaggerated 
manner in which those simplistic lexical equivalents were adduced pro- 
vokes a question at least as to their purpose. Here I suspect that the 
answer can be more profitably sought in the authors’ concern with ease of 
delivery, less in their concern to elucidate scripture.^ 

Like Muqâtirs, Kalbî’s work has traditionally been entitled Tafstr, 
though it is unlikely that either author called his work by that name. In 
addition to the stylistic devices common to both and already mentioned, 
there are other similarities but also differences. To illustrate Kalbi’s 
method I have selected his presentation of Sürat Yûsuf an effort at sus- 
tained narrative commentary which could thus dispense with imposition 
of the haggadic framework {narratio) noted in Muqâtirs treatment of 
Sürat al-Kahf But Quranic narrative is nothing if not elliptic, often 
unintelligible vvithout exegetical complement. This structure applies 
without reservation to the Quranic story of Joseph, ‘the most beautiful 
of tales revealed in that book’ (cf. Q. 12: 3). An idiosyncratic and very 
conspicuous feature of Kalbî’s style may be seen in the distribution of 
commentary in relation to scriptural text. Words, occasionally phrases, 
even clauses, but never sentences or entire verses, were glossed in sequence 
at a ratio of approximately 1:1, resulting in a highly segmented composi- 
tion. This is accentuated by employment of zero connective with ‘envelop- 


ment^ of the (preceding) text, so that separation of text from commentary 
by means of obliques produces the followmg, very typical, pattem for 

Q. 12: 56-7.4 dİ 






ously, segmentation did not necessarily entail fragmentation, and it 
may be that the overlapping eflFected here by recourse to zero connective 
and retroflexive envelopment was devised by the author to ensure con- 
tinuity. Though zero connective is of highest frequency by far in Kalbı, he 


’ Tafsîr, MS Ayasofya ııS, 130^, 132^» I30^ I34^- ^ Tafsir, 134''. 

5 See below, pp. 144-8. •* Tafsîr, MS Ayasofya 118, 
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employed occasionally and indifferently^a^/, as well as its variation ya'nf, 
the latter especially and for obvious reasons following gâlajçâlü (he/they 
said), a convenient device in a sûra consisting almost entirely of dialogue, 
e.g. ad verse 44: gâlüydni U-arrâfin mal-kahana wal-sahara (they said, 
i.e. the seers, the soothsayers, and the sorcerers), or verse 74: qâlüya*nİ 
fatâ yüsuf (they said, i.e, Joseph’s men).’ The connective ay may ako 
occur, not as a means of joining comment to scriptures, but rather, of 

adding supercommentary, e.g. ad verse 6:^ /dJüj 

dlîj 

UâjÎ (S^ Jî jJpj/tüJİ ^ di:^ 

^ dLjjî -Cajrİ L5^/dL .iVjî 

dijj üi/c3bt«b 

noted that the imagery of the t\vo passages cited here, Avith particular em- 
phasis upon prophethood {nubuzvzoa) and its soteriological fulfîlment 
{İslâm), is identical, and thus anticipated Kalbî’s conciuding observations 
on this sûra, concerned specifically with Muhammad and the Quranic 
reveIation ,3 very similar to Muqatil’s paraenesis at the end of Sürat al- 
Kahf,^ 

Despite the essentially narrative stnıcture of Sürat Yüsuf, Kalbî’s 
treatment cannot be called anecdotal in quite the sense that the epithet 
may be applied to Muqâtirs work. There are at least two reasons for the 
difference of qua]ity between the two styles. The first is the presence in 
Kalbi of two features virtually absent in his contemporary, namely, 
variae lectiones and alternative glosses for a single locution. Both figüre in 
such quantity with Kalbi as to be characteristic of his work as preserved 
and, like the presence in the Sıra of asbâb al-nuzül and poetic shatvâhid, 
may be regarded as evidence of editorial reformulation. Features such as 
these, though not typical of haggadic exegesis, may exist there even in 
quantity without altering the typological structure. Ali four devices, 
together with a few others yet to be mentioned, are appropriate to hala- 
khic and masoretic exegesis and thus, within the haggadic framework, 
represent intrusions. That intrusive quality is clear not only from the 
breach in the narrative caused by the presence of, say, a varta lectio, 
but also from the nature of the element itself. To anticipate again my 
discussion of masoretic exegesis with a single example from Kalbîk 

work; at Q. 12: 63 the author observed/j: 5 Cî/^b ,^/UUÎ 

OjJb cJJ l)I -ü -uJx) ^ useful illustration 

of method, since it inciudes a haggadic element (our brother: Benjamin), 
a gloss depending upon an implied textual variant (he obtains measure/ 

* Tafsîr, 132**, 134**. * Tafsir, 128^ 3 Tafsir, 136'-'^ orf verses 109-11, 

♦ Tafsir, MS H. Hüsnü 17, 173*’"^ 
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we obtain measure), and an altemative (introduced ‘and it is said’) based 
on the other of the two transmitted readings.* But the passage is elliptic 
and the key to the argument missing, namely the reading yaktal (he 
obtains/will obtain measure). For the discussion in complete and rather 

more logical form, one may turn to Farrâ’;^ j ::53 U U.Î 

iysLi. ^ (3^^ lİ 

-u There the source of both readings is stated to- 

gether with the judgement of Farrâ’ that both were correct (!), depending 
upon whether the amount of grain obtained by Jacob’s sons in Egypt 
was merely that promised by Joseph if they were accompanied by 
Benjamin, or to be increased by a special allocation to the youngest 
brother. Now, almost without exception the textual variants adduced by 
Kalbı are of elliptic and referential character, and appear to me to pre- 
*sttppose acquaintance with the masoretic activities of scholars like Farrâ*. 
The implications of this hypothesis, which touch upon matters of red- 
action, will be examined in due course.^ It may suffice here to suggest, 
despite absence of explicit editorial revision of the kind available for the 
Sira, that KalbFs work as preserved exhibits a considerably modified form 
of haggadic exegesis. 

The second cause of diiference between the commentaries of Kalbi and 
Muqâtil is the absence in the former of a narrative device much favoured 
by Muqâtil; the prophetical tradition [İmdîth), In a work which, like 
Kalbî’s, was claimed to have been transmitted exclusively from the 
authority of ‘Abdallâh b. *Abbâs, one might expect a profusion of such 
dicta, as well as of hadith qudsz, also remarked in Muqâtirs work. In the 
latter the prophetical hadith could be didactic, as for Q. 18: 46;^^ 

And the Prophet said: The enduring good works are [utterance of the prayers] 
‘Glory to God*, ‘Praise be to God’, ‘There is no god but God^ and ‘God is great’. 

Or it might be merely anecdotal, an entertaining digression, as for Q. 18: 
96 ;5 

And a man said to the Prophet: I have seen the barrier of Yâjûj and Mâjûj. So 
the Prophet said: Describe it to me then, And he replied: It is like striped cloth— 
black and red. The Prophet said: Yes, you have seen it, 

The absence of this kind of material in Kalbi is difficult to explain, In 
contrast to the unhurried, almost chatty style of Muqâtil, Kalbi is terse, 
humourless, matter-of-fact. That austere manner may have been inten- 
tional, but comparison of the two authors together with the significant 

* Tafsîr, MS Ayasofya 118, 135^ “ Ma*âm %Qurân ü, 49 ad loc. 

3 See below, pp. 138-44. * Tafstr, MS H. Hüsnü 17, I7o^ 

s Tafsir, 172^ 
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fact that both preceded by nearly two generations that stage of exegetical 
scholarship in which the basic problems, doctrinal and textual, were 
to be examined in exhaustive detail, provokes a question at least about 
the redaction of Kalbî^s commentary. 

The narratio was not, however, entirely obscured. The Quranic story 
of Joseph requires, to escape the stigma of non sequitur, a minimum of 
supplementary material. Such was provided by Kalbi, and in a proleptic 
form reminiscent of Muqâtirs method. For example, ad Q. 12: 36 the 
dreams of Pharaoh*s cupbearer and baker, only alluded to in the t.ext of 
scipture, were set out in considerable detail and also interpreted by 
Joseph, thus anticipating verse 41. Moreover, the interpretation contams 
several refinements not found in Genesis 40: 9-19, e.g. the symbolic 
values of the vineyard and of the vine, as well as that of the three branches.^ 
Again, at iz: 43 Pharaoh’s dream was embellished to accord with Joseph’s 
interpretation of it at verse 49, and twice provided with the interpolation 

‘emerging from the river’(j4J (>» Genesis 41: 2 TÖV p).^ 

At 12: 59 Joseph’s peremptory demand: Bring me a brother of yours from 
your father, was supplemented by the (very necessary) ‘as you have just 
said that you have a brother at home with your father’, an interpolation 
expanded without comment at verses 69-70: ‘(Joseph’s) brother, from 
the same father and mother’.^ At 12: 93: Take this shirt of mine, 
was glossed ‘and his shirt was of heavenly origin’, a reflex of Rabbinic 
descriptions of the D'’Dû rUHD (Genesis 37: 3).^ 

The obvious source for most, if not ali, of that material is Rabbinic 
literatüre, which has been culled and collated by a number of scholars, 
among whom the most knovvledgeable and sophisticated were Horovitz 
and Speyer.s For the document of revelation itself, the latter’s work might 
be described as exhaustive, but an examination of Müslim exegetical 
literatüre would have revealed additional and equally interesting parallels, 
and prevented at the same time one or two false impressions. To declare, 
for example, of the locution qâla kabiruhum in Q. 12: 80 that ‘Es sprach der 
grösste von ihnen, wobei mit kabir hier sicherlich der alteste, also Ruben, 
gemeint ist’ may be logical (cf. Genesis 42: 22) but is quite unnecessary: 

* Tafsîr, MS Ayasofya ıı8, 131*’. * Tafsir, ^ Tafsity 133*^''. 

^ Tafsify 135^; and cf. Speyer, Erzâhlungeıty 219-20. 

* e.g. Geiger, Was hat Mohammed\ Grünbaum, Sagenkmâe\ Schapiro, Elemente'; 
Sidersky, Ligendes; Katsch, Judaism; cf. Keller, ‘R^cits*, 113-36 (on Basset); id. 
‘Leğende’, 1-18 (on Ahrens, Torrey, and Künstlinger, but especially Sidersky); for the 
problematic assumption of ‘emprunts* see Moubarac, Abrahamy 163-75 > concem here 
is less with Biblical and Rabbinic elements in the Quranic text than with the materials 
and methods employed in the elaboration of Quranic exegesis: haggadic material from 
later exegeticaî works (post-T^barî) was adduced by several of these scholars, often 
working independently, of which the widest selection may be found in Grünbaum, 
Sagenkunde (e.g. Ya'qûbî, T'^barî, Mas'ûdî, Zamakhsharî, Baydâwî, Ibn Athîr, Abû 
* 1 -Fîda, Qa2wînî). 
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Kalbi, as well as most of his successors, knew that it wâs Judah, ‘the fore- 
most of them in intelligence’ (cf. Genesis 44: 18-34).* 

Thus the gaps in the Quranic narrative were filled from a very familiar 
mine of Biblical lore. But only at Q, 12: 36 and 43, those verses having to 
do with interpretation of dreams, does Kalbî’s commentary exceed in 
length the portion of scripture being interpreted. Though it could be 
argued that the laconic and somewhat monotonous style is witness to the 
author’s conviction that his public required no further amplification of 
the well-known story, such is not really supported by the available evidence, 
I have mentioned the identification of Judah at Q. 12: 80. He it was also, 
who at 12: 10 counselled his brothers not to kili but to seli Joseph, and 
who at 12: 96 brought the news of Joseph’s existence in Egypt to Jacob,^ 
At 12: 8 and 63-76 the brother was of course Benjamin; at 12: 4 Joseph’s 
parents were identified as Rachel and Jacob; at 12: 19 the scene of the 
erime was Dûshân (Dothan); at 12: 21 Joseph’s buyer in Egypt and his 
wife were named Oûzifar (Potiphar) and Zulaykha; at 12: 36 the two 
‘servants of the king’ imprisoned with Joseph were specified vintner and 
ehef, later cupbearer and baker; and at 12: 93 the number of Joseph’s 
family sent for from Palestine was put at about ‘seventy persons’.^ Now, 
save for Zulaykha and placing Dothan between Midian and Egypt, this 
material is unexceptionable. There was some further embellishment: at 
12: 19 the man Avho rescued Joseph from the well and sold him in Egypt 
was called Mâlik b. Daghr, an Arab (bedouin) from Midian; at 12: 30 
and 50 the “vvomen responsible for Joseph’s humiliation and imprisonment 
(four in number) were identified by their husbands’ respeetive ranks in 
Pharaoh’s service; and at 12: 94 the caravan bearing Jacob and his family 
to Joseph departed from al-'Arish, a village between Egypt and Canaan.-^ 

The technique was early established and must have had its origins in 
haggadic exegesis .5 Kalbı was moderate, if not quite restrained; in Muqâ- 
til’s commentary to Sürat al Kahf no one and nothing remained anonymous. 
I have adduced one example of the latter’s employment of the device 
(talînitasmiya): to link two othenvise unrelated narratives by naming the 
protagonist of each Yamlîkhâ.^ It would appear from the primitive treat- 
ment of vague and anonjmous references in scripture that these were 

* Speyer, Erzahlungetiy 217; Kalbı, Tajsît^ MS Ayasofya 118, 134'^; cf. Zamakhsharî, 
Kashshâf iiy 494 ad loc., who also mentioned Reuben and Shimeon as possibilities; see 
Sehapiro, Elemente^ 64-7. 

* Tafsir, 128^, 135*^; the Quranic conflation of the roles of Reuben and Judah is refleeted 
in Kalbî’s exegesis, cf. Genesis 37: 21-2, 26-7. 

3 Tajshy 128'^, 133*'“^ 128^^, 129% i29\ ISO'', I35^ respeetively. 

+ Tafsir^ 129*“, 130*’, 132^ I 35 ^ respeetively. 

5 See Goldziher, Richtungen, 289-98. 

^ See above, p. 128; that name achieved a degree of general usefulness in the interpre¬ 
tation of Ouranic narrative, cf. Suyûtî, ltqân iv, 86-7Î variant Tamlîkhâ; and Zamakh¬ 
sharî, Kashshâf ii, 720: the reference is Q. 37: 51. 
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regarded initially as lapses, or at least as inadequacies requiring the simple 
corrective measure of amplification, With the elaboration of exegetical 
method such vagueness of reference (mubham) was seen not only to be 
intentional but also evidence of rhetorically sophisticated prose. That much 
is clear from Suyûti’s synoptic description of the subject, in \vhich he set 
out seven reasons for that phenomenonan scripture: identification(ta'jfw) 
was unnecessary if the matter in question had been elucidated elsewhere in 
the Qur’ân, if it was too generally known to require such, or if there was 
no particular value in closer specification; identification was undesirable 
if the purpose of the mubham had been to attract attention by (partial) 
concealment, or to emphasize general by excluding specific application, 
or to achieve the effect of praise or of contempt by allusion rather than 
direct designation.^ Now, Muqâtil and Kalbı were hardly concerned 'vvith 
such nice distinctions, nor could it be said that their respective applica- 
tions of tayin clarify in any way the scriptural passages so treated. But the 
quality of the narrative was enhanced thereby and particularly, I suspect, 
for the purpose of oral delivery. 

Several elements in Kalbî’s supplementary material to the Joseph story 
derive not from the text of Genesis but from the Biblical tradition in a 
vvider sense. For example, ad Q. 12: 24 three interpretations were offered 

tsîj üî 

I4J Ajj obt »j (^îj l)Î The first and third of these, which merely 

paraphrase the Quranic locution, may be regarded as symbolic of the 
author’s concem to offer, wherever possible, more than one expIanation. 
The second: ‘he saw the image of his father’, draws upon an older and 
well-attested tradition (cf. Genesis Rabba 87, 9 HîtT VM Vî2? and is 

the only one that actually interprets the scriptural term burhan by ad- 
ducing the gloss şûra, and thus isolating the notion of ‘manifestation’.^ 
Ad 12: 67 Kalbı explained Jacob’s advice to his sons to enter Egypt not 
by one but by several gates as the father’s fear that their striking beauty 

could attract the evil eye: ^ with which 

may be compared Genesis Rabba 91, z DdV*iD 'im Vk 

pyn •’löö nnK That kind of haggadic accretion, which must be 

distinguished from material of strictly Biblical origin, was not limited to 
the writings of exegetes like Kalbi and Muqâtil, suspect in the judgement 
of later generations for their undisciplined employment of Jewish material.® 

^ Itçân, naw' 70: mubhamât al-Qur'ân iv, 79-100. 

* Tafsîr, MS Ayasofya 118, 130*^. 

3 See Speyer, ErzMungen, 201-3; Geiger, Was hat Mohammed, 139-40; Schapiro, 
Elemente^ 40-1; Rabin, Çumran, 113 n. 5; the Standard exp!anation was burhân:âyât, 
see Suyûtî, Itqân i, 115. 

See Speyer, op. cit. 214; Geiger, op. dt 144-5. 

s See Suyûçî, Itqân iv, 207-9; Goldziher, Richtungen, 58-60, 87, 112. 



PRINCIPLES OF EKEGESIS 


137 


It is also found in the work of their contemporary, Sufyân Thawrî, to 
whom that stigma did not attach. 

The Quranic exegesis of Sufyân (d. 161/778), parts of which have for 
many years been known from citations in later writers, is extant in a 
unique manuscript at Rampur.^ The work, contained in eighteen folios, 
consists of somewhat disjointed observations on forty-nine sûr as (from 
Baqara to Tür, missing out Dukhân and Muhammad) in the order of the 
canonical text, though the internal sequence of verses is not that of the 
Canon. The fragmentary and uneven character of the work may be no more 
than an accident and the compilation merely an aggregate of Sufyân’s 
opinions extracted from later works. That assessment will not, however, 
explain the internal order of comment nor the quality of the explicative 
elements themselves. It is those which, in the absence of a narrative 
framework of the şort encountered in Muqâtil, Ibn Ishâq, and Kalbı, 
require particular scrutiny, In Sürat Yûsuf^ for example, the symbolism 
of Joseph's dream (Q. 12; 4) was interpreted ‘his parents and his brothers’ 
and, altematively, ‘his father, his brothers, and his aunt\ taking into 
account Rachel’s death before that event.^ Although Kalbı had not made 
explicit his knowle(%e of this fact until he reached verse 99, it would, I 
think, be an error to assnme that Rachel’s earlier death was not generally 
known to the exegetes as well as to the narrators of both the Quranic and 
Biblical versions of the story.^ At Q. 12: 24 burhan was interpreted by 
Sufyân as the figüre of Jacob; at 12: 67 it was Jacob^s fear of the evil eye 
which prompted the warning to his sons; and at 12: 88 the locution bidaa 
muzjât was glossed both ‘littie money* and ‘butter, woor {sic), reflecting 
the much more detailed inventory of commodities adduced by Kalbi 
to make up the gifts brought to Egypt by Joseph’s brothers on their third 
(sic) visit, a description very likely inspired by that of Genesis 43: 11-12 
and one that became a stock item of the exegetical tradition.'^ Very oc- 
casionally Sufyân is more informative than Kalbi, as at Q. 12: 77, where the 
cryptic ‘if he has stolen then a brother of his stole before him’ was inter¬ 
preted ‘Joseph had stolen their gods’, exhibiting a confusion betvveen 
Joseph and Rachel which with very few exceptions persisted in Müslim 
exegesis to this verse. Kalbi has merely an inconciusive reference to 
Joseph, from which it is impossible to say whether the coat of many colours 
or Laban^s idols were intended.® 

* GAS i, 518-19; ed. imtiyaz *Alî *Arshî. 

* Tafsır, 95—107; the editör has rearranged the materİal in canonical order and indicated 
the manuscript sequence in his numbering of the separate entries. 

5 Sufyân, TafsÎTt 95; Kalbî, Tafsir, pace Speyer, op. cit. i94 with reference to 
Genesis 37: 10 and 44: 20; cf. Geiger, op. cit. 147—8. 

* Sufyân, Tafsîry 98 (adducing two tradİtions), 102,104, respectively; Kalbî, Tafstr, 
135^; Zamakhshari, Kashshâfiiy 500 ad Q. 12: 88. 

5 Tafstr, 103; Kalbî, Tafstr, 134*^; cf. Speyer, 215-16; Geiger, IFos hat 

Mohammed, 145. 



OURANIC STUDIES 


138 

It will be clear from these few examples that both the range and the 
quality of Sufyân’s glosses may justifiably be compared with those 
of Kalbî. There is a shared tendency to transmit more than one inter- 
pretation of a Quranic locution and, similarly, a concern with variae 

lectiones, For example, ad Q. ız: 2^1 Kalbî commented /IScu ^ 

Oİ^ Oİ^ 

the option between cushion and citrus {etrog: some manuscripts read 
uîrunj)j whereas Sufyân, also adducing a variant, restricted the choice to 

one between foodstuffs 15 ju UÎ^ ^ Jli Jjj» 

JI3 ^ j-UkJI Jl 5 Since the entertainment 

provided by Potiphar’s wife clearly drew upon Rabbinic tradition, it 
may reasonably be suggested that Sufyân’s represents the earlier choice 
of interpretations, and that the proposal to read ‘cushions’ {muttakaan: 
îoasâyid) exhibits yet another instanee- of redactional intervention in 
the transmission of KalbFs commentary.^ To Muqâtirs glosses, too, those 
of Sufyân may be compared, as for instanee ad Q. 18: 46 and 19: 76 
al-bâqiyât al~şâlihât were interpreted as the five (ritual) prayers, that is, 
as şalât rather than as du^â^ but the equivalence works: prayers is a 
common ground.^ Thus, from this sampling of its ingredients the ex- 
egesis of Sufyân can be deseribed as belonging to the haggadic type. 
There are none the less some conspicuous lacunae: not only is Sürat 
al-Kahf shorn of its traditional narrative framevvork, passages normally 
pegs for extensive and varied aneedote, like the opening verses of süras 
17 and 30, are here given no attention whatever. Omissions such as 
these, like absence of comment for Dukhân and Muhammad in the 
Rampur manuseript, are difficult to explain, even if that document were 
to be no more than an extrapolation of Sufyân’s utterances from later 
writers (e.g. 'Abd al-Razzâq, Tabarî, Râzî), rather than the fragment 
of an independent work. External evidence, such as it is, appears to lend 
support to the latter altemative, though I am unable to accept without 
reservation the remark of Ibn Abî Hatim that Sufyân disapproved of those 
’who, like Kalbi, commented on the entire text of a sûra even where there 
were no problems to be solved.'^ Sufyân’s glosses are of the quality charac- 
teristic of an original narrative framework and are virtually interehangeable 
with those of his contemporaries, here designated haggadic. But it may be 
recalled that for posterity the reputation of Sufyân, unlike those of Muqâ- 
til, Kalbî, and Ibn Ishâq, remained unblemished. 

Problems of transmission and redaetion history are notoriously compIex. 

* Kalbî, TafsİTf 130^; Sufyân, Tafsîr^ 100. 

2 Cf. Speyer, op. cit. 205-6; Geiger, op. cit. 140-2; and see above, pp. 132-3. 

3 Tafsîr, 136, 147; cf. above, p. 133, for Muqâtil, Tafstr, lyo^ ad Q. ı8; 46. 

** Editor’s introduetion, 33-8; Taqdİ 7 na, 79, cited in introduetion, 16. 
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A parallel to the relationship between the Rampur manuscript and those 
dicta ascribed in later works to Sufyân (as set out in the editor’s detailed 
apparatus) could probably be found in a comparison of opinions attributed 
to Mujâhid b. Jabr (d. 104/722) and adduced by Taban (d. 311/923) with 
the Cairo manuscript of Mujâhid*s Tafsîr.^ Remarkable indeed is the use by 
Tabarî of Mujâhid to support what Goldziher described as *rationali- 
stische Koranauslegung’.^ In the light of that argument it would be of 
considerable value to examine Mujâhid's methods in the context of his own 
work. An obstacle to the kind of comparison suggested is posed by the 
practice, widespread in later exegetical writings, of introducing minority, 
dissenting, and unpopular interpretations anonymously.^ The technique 
may be illustrated with reference to Q. 12: 31, noticed above in a compari¬ 
son of Kalbi with Sufyân: now, Zamakhshari (d. 538/1143) offered for the 
enigmatic muttakanjmuttaka^an the following possibilities: place in 
which to recline (literal), place in which to eat (metaphorical), food 
whole or sliced (metonymical), and citrus (calque of Hebrew etroğ) in that 
sequence and with several orthographical variants, some attributed 
others introduced wa-qîlaltoa-quri*a, Out of context as it 'vvere, and anony- 
mous, the etrog etymology neither served the same purpose nor produced 
the same effect as when situated within the haggadic framework.'^ Zamakh- 
sharî’s work presupposed both methods and results of the haggadic, 
halakhic, and masoretic types. Quranic interpretation had long since 
achieved the status of normative discipline and the exegete was free to 
select from the tradition those elements best suited to his purpose and, 
moreover, to arrange them according to one of a large number of priorities. 
The original aim and/or significance of a gloss might be accidentally 
overlooked or intentionally discarded, its typical context thus ultimately 
forgotten. 

Drawing upon these elementary observations I would submit that the 
attempt to extrapolate from later works those of earlier authorities is bound 
to produce both incomplete and inaccurate results. It was, not surprisingiy, 
Wellhausen 'vvho first applied the (Pentateuchal) Urkundenhypothese to 
Arabic literatüre. The end of that exercise, available in both his Skizzen 
und Vorarbeiten VI (1899) and Dos arabische Reich und sein Sturz (1902), 
was to isolate regional and partisan tendendes in Tabarî’s monumental 
history of the Islamic world. While it would be ungracious not to acknow- 
ledge that this was an interesting and valuable experiment, one will be chary 
of conciuding from it that Tabarî’s primary sources have been or can be 
recovered in a form at ali close to their original State. To assert the contrary 
would imply that Tabari’s work is merely a compilation, exhibiting littie 

* GAS i, 29; see Horst, ‘Zur Uberliefenmg% 295-8, 307. 

^ Richtımgeriy 88, 107-10. ^ See above, pp. 120-1 for an example ad Q. 7: 158, 

^ Kaskshdf ii, 462-4 ad loc. 
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or no trace of the writer’s craft. Such I fînd impossible to accept and in 
illustration mention the artfully composed account of Ibn Ash'ath’s 
revolt, allegedly transmitted from Abû Mikhnaf (d. 157/774) and consisting 
almost entirely of ayyâm motifs constructed round a fluctuating employ- 
ment of first-person narrative.^ For application of the Urhundenhypothese^ 
and of other principles of Biblical literary (documentary) criticism, it is 
well to distinguish between questions about origins {chronologische Anset- 
zung) and those designed to isolate parallel, divergent, and conflicting 
strands within the literary tradition {Herausschâlung der Fâden).^ 

From the point of view of chronology, the development of Müslim 
exegetical literatüre envisaged here required a span of approximately a 
century and a half, from Muqâtil (d. 150/767) to Ibn Qutayba (d. 276/889). 
Within that period the principles of exegesis were evolved and perfected, 
and it would not be too much to say that thereafter few, if any, methodo- 
logical innovations were introduced. For isolation and description of its 
components the selection of criteria is a matter requiring the greatest çare. 
In his analysis of TabarFs history Wellhaıısen employed exclusively the 
factor of ascription, a choice rendered deceptively attractive by TabarFs 
fairly consistent use of chains of transmission. But even when supported by a 
highly dilferentiated nomenclature for the modalities of transmission, ascrip¬ 
tion can be remarkably unstable .3 It is on the one hand vitiated by internal 
contradiction (as in dicta attributed to authorities like Ibn *Abbâs and the 
prophet), and on the other attenuated by anonymity {wa-qtlalwa~quri*a), 
Ascription is also arbitrary: biographical information on the exegetes is 
found exclusively in literatüre composed to impugn or to vindicate 
{jarh toa-îa^dîl) or to assess relative merit {tabaqât\ and as such constitutes 
merely a pseudo-historical projection of the acceptance or dismissal of 
their views. For these reasons I have thought it best to ignore, or at least 
to discount, ascription and, by concentrating on the elements of explica- 
tion both in and out of context, to isolate and identify methodological 
devices which can be recognized without resort to biographical data. 

In the four examples of exegetical writing so far considered I have 
underlined the centrality of the narratio, which is normally accompanied 
by or appears itself to generale a number of typical devices. Many of 

* Annales ii, 1064-77; cf* BSOAS xxxiıi (1970) 616; on Tabarî’s manipulatıon of 
tradition cf. Birkeland, TheLord Guidetky 9, 10, 16, 22, 29, 40-1; and Widengren, 'Oral 
tradition’, 244-58. 

* See Eissfeldt, Einleitung, 185-216; and above, I pp. 16-17 on Welİhausen*s Reste; 
for the tyranny of the ‘literary critical’ method see also the observations of Mowinckel, 
Tsalm criticism*, 13-33, and Richter, Exegesey 66-7, 120-2, 145-52. 

3 e.g. Abbott, SALP \^ 5-31, ii, 5-83, 106-13; Sezgin, GAS i, 53-84, 237-56; despite 
careful and often illuminating analysis of technical terminology, the studies of botlı 
authors suffer, in my opinion, from an ingenuous acceptance of the isnâd apparatus, but 
represent at the same time a not altogether unexpected reaction to the work of Goldziher 
and Schacht. 
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those are means of sustaining continuity: prolepsis and cross-reference, 
repetition/subsumption, variable connectives, interpolation and para- 
phrase. Others, like segmentation, supercommentary, apostrophe/paren- 
thesis, and recurrence of the minimal units, would seem to, but in fact 
do not, interrupt the narrative flow. In addition to those stylistic devices, 
narrative elements such as anecdote, prophetical tradition, Identification 
of the vague and ambiguous {tayin al-mubham), and description of the 
occasions of revelation {asbâb al-nuzül) are present in varying quantity, 
always sufficient to identify the haggadic type. Even where the narratio 
itself is absent, as in the Rampur manuscript of Srıfyân’s exegesİs, the 
presence of a number of these elements makes possible identification of the 
type. Of the twelve explicative elements proposed as criteria for a descrip- 
tive analysis of exegetical literatüre, three at least may be regarded as 
typically haggadic: anecdote, prophetical tradition, and identification. 
Others of them are also found there, but in a relation to the type which 
I should cali accidental rather than essential. Some, like poetic lod pro- 
bantes and variae Uctiones (and the related altemative explanation), are 
clearly intrusive, not least owing to their disruptive effect upon the 
narratio. 

A special case is description of the occasion of revelation, characteristic 
of halakhic exegesis but present in underdeveloped form in the haggadic 
type.^ By that I mean merely that the essential function of the sabah 
al-nuzûl (or tanzil), which was to establish a chronology of revelation, is 
not evident in h^gadic exegesis. There the value of the device is ex- 
clusively anecdotal, and may provide the narrative framework for an 
extended interpretation, either of a whole sûra as in Muqâtil or of frag- 
ments of many sûras as in Ibn Ishâq. In that sense of course it could be 
argued that the entire narratio functions as tanziL The formulae usually 
employed to introduce the device are nazalat {hâdhihi ^Uâya) fi fulün and 
v)a-dhâlika hinajannahu qâla fulün, often accompanied by an anecdote to 
provide background or local colour. But almost never in haggadic exegesis 
is the tanzil qualified by altemative explanations of the circumstances of 
its revelation or followed by a discussion of its juridical significance. Even 
where interpretation was adapted to an over-all narrative structure, as in 
Muqâtirs treatment of Sürat al-Kahf, separate occasions of revelation may 
be adduced. An example may be seen ad Q. 18: z8, where ‘you desire the 
vanity of this world’ was said to have been revealed in reproach of the 
extreme vanity of 'Uyayna b. Hişn during an interview with Muhammad, 
into the account of which was inserted an allusion to the social inequality 
obtaining between Arab and mawlü. Since 'Uyayna^s vanity was pro- 
verbial, it may well have been not that but the social motif which prompted 
inciusion of this particular tanzil? An occasion of revelation may be 


* See below, pp. 177-9. 


Tafsir, löç*’. 
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gratuitously specified, as in Kalbi ad Q. 12; 7, where the passage ‘there 
are lessons for those who ask’ is followed by ‘this verse was revealed with 
reference to a story of the Jews’. The purpose of that disclosure in a 
context exclusively Israelite is not immediately clear, but since it is the 
only example of tanzîl in Kalbrs treatment of Sürat Yûsuf, I am tempted 
to regard it as merely formal acknowledgement of a methodological prin- 
ciple incorporated into a later redaction and foreign to the original version 
of Kalbî’s exegesis.^ The frequency of tanzîl in haggadic exegesis varies, 
and in Sufyân is concentrated in süras containing in fact a high degree of 
halakhic content. But even there it is sporadic and unpredictable, and its 
value merely anecdotal, e.g. ad Q. a: 125, 2: 164, and 2: 186. Exceptions 
are seldom, as at Q. 2: 143-4, where the change of qibla from Jenısalem to 
Mecca was dated.^ For later theorists the expression *this verse was revealed 
about. . contained a significant ambiguity, by means of which it became 
possible to distinguish between a cause {sahab) of revelation and a report 
{khabar) about it. According to that distinction tanzil of the şort found in 
haggadic exegesis could be relegated to the status of khabar,^ 

The most flagrantly intrusive of the explicative elements found in 
haggadic exegesis is poetry adduced to explain Quranic lexica. It is not 
present in Muqâtil, Kalbı, or Sufyin, and instances in the Sîra may be 
attributed to the editorial intervention of Ibn Hishâm. That method of 
interpretation belonged to the masorah and was intimately related to the 
contemporary development of techniques for the transmission of poetic 
texts.^ Solutions to lexical problems were sought by the haggadists 
within the vocabulary of scripture itself, by recourse to a crude but 
apparently effective kind of textual analogy. For that device Muqâtil 
employed the term naşir, but also mithl and shabah, and occasionally the 
partide ka. With the exception of naşir, these terms designating analogue 
appear also, though less frequently, in the work of Kalbı and Sufyân. 
Together with the term tvajh (‘reference’ as contrasted with ‘information’), 
these formed a technical vocabulary for the distributional analysis of 
meaning in scripture.® Closely related thereto is a series of concepts attach- 
ing to the terms mushtabih and mutaskâbih which, with vmjüh and naşffir, 
were not fully developed before elaboration of the masorah.^ I have there- 
fore deferred discussion of them, though it may be observed that as with 
tanzîl, concern with recurrent and even crucial terms in scripture is found 
in its earliest stage of development in the haggadic literatüre. 

Another kind of lexical treatment w2ls that accorded hapax legomena 
and words conceded to be of foreign origin, as when Muqltil ad Q. 18: 31 
explained istabraq as a Persian word {lughat fâris) for brocade, ot ad 18: 

* Tafsİr, ızS''. ^ Tafstr.g, 14, 17, ıı, respectively. 

2 Cf. Suyûtî, Itgân i, 90; see above, I pp. 41—2, and below, pp. 177-8. 

See above, III pp. 94-8; cf. B50.4Sxxxin (1970) 390, 616. 

5 See above, III pp. 99—loo, ® See below, pp. 208-16. 
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107 firdatos as Latin/Greek {lughat al-rütn) for walled garden.^ That 
procedure, found also in Sufyân, e.g. for qistâs in Q. 17: 35,^ but not in 
Kalbı, may be of some value in dating efforts to derive the scriptural lexi- 
con from exclusively Arabic origins, a process which, though associated 
with the name of Ibn 'Abbâs, was almost certainly the product of maso- 
retic exegesis .3 Like the variants (both textual and explicative) found in 
the "vvork of Kalbı and Sufyân (but not in that of Muqâtil and Ibn Ishâq), 
concem with the lexicon might be thought to presuppose a Standard if not 
quite ne varietur text. The earliest method for dealing with basic (crucial) 
words/notions appears to have been simple paraphrase, as in Kalbı ad 

Q. 12r 87 iOJl ^ 

The elements here briefly described and characterized as intrusive 
within the haggadic type belong, with one exception, to the interpretative 
paraphernalia of the masoretes. The exception, mention of the occasion 
of revelation, is essentially halakhic. Now, isolation of these devices at the 
haggadic level is difficult, owing to the~ Virtual absence of fixed technical 
tenninology. Save for nazır (analogue), Muqitil employed in his Tafstr 
only two other terms which could be described as of more or less rigorous 
technical application: istVnâf{}unctMTe) and taqdîm (h)q)erbaton). Even that 
minimal evidence of technical vocabulary cannot be found in the works 
of his contemporaries, and it is not quite impossible that these terms, too, 
could be regarded as intrusive. While there is not for Muqâtil evidence 
of redactional activity of the kind available for Ibn Ishâq, the following 

entry ad Q. 18: 22 deserves notice:^ 

JİJ Jlî Ju 

jjs., It may first of aU be remarked that this kind of close 

philological treatment is not at ali typical of Muqâtirs exegesis. Insertion 
of a conjunction into the last only of a series of distributive enumerations 
was not the şort of problem which interested the author of that work, and 
one is thus not surprised, apart from the anachronism, to find cited 
the granunarians Farrâ’ (d. 207/822) and Tha'lab (d. 291/904). Curiously, 
the explanationis not found in the commentaryof Farrâ*, for which Tha'lab 
was Principal râm, despite concem there with grammatical niceties.* Nor 
do the several examples of hyperbaton adduced by Muqâtil for Sürat al- 
KöA/(i.e. ad verses 6,10,21,25, 31: ali instances of an indefinite accusative/ 
adverbial, shifted from a logical to apausal position) figüre in Farrâ’s 
treatment of those verses, though these were admittedly not referred to the 
later authority. Now, the recension in which Muqâtirs exegesis was 

* Tafstry 169^ 173^ 2 Tafstr, 131. ^ See below, pp. 218-19. 

Tafstr, ıss*’. ^ Tafstr, löS''. 

* Ma'âm *l~Qur’ân ii, 138 top, ad loc.; GAL i, 116, Suppî. i, 178 (Farrâ^); GAL i, 
118, Suppl. i, 181 (Tha*Iab). 
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transmitted is that of Hudhayi b. Habîb, who can hardly have been respon- 
sible for mention of Tha^lab and probably not even of Farrâ’.^ But external 
evidence of that kind is after ali secondary, since the intrusive character 
of the commentary to Q. ı8: 22 can be established on structural grounds. 

Similarly, structural analysis of Elalbî’s exegesis provokes some doubt 
about the authenticity of variae lectiones attributed to the author.^ There 
the elliptic phraseology might seem to presuppose the detailed discussions 
of textual variants found in masoretic authorities, e.g. Farrâ’. Because of 
its fragmentary State Sufyân^s exegesis is more difficult to assess. As in 
other examples of haggadic commentary the explicative elements there 
consist mostly of paraphrastic equivalents, but shorn of an over-all 
narrative structure which could have provided stylistic uniformity. Refer- 
ences in the body of the Tafsir to Sufyân’s râwtj Abû Hudhayfa (d. 240/ 
854), e.g. at Q. 2: 297 and 36: 12, supply a date which might explain the 
occasional appearance there of masoretic {varia lectio) and halakhic 
(tanzil) elements .3 It must, I think, be recognized that extant recensions of 
exegetical writing here designated haggadic, despite biographical informa- 
tion on its putative authors, are not earlier than the date proposed to mark 
the beginnings of Arabic literatüre, namely 200/815. For the relationship 
between (canonical) text and commentary the implications of that acknoW“ 
ledgement 'will be obvious: original distinctions have been blurred by 
redactional activity. The fact itself of literary transmission, moreover, will 
have contributed to a degree of stylistic and methodological uniformity 
throughout the range of exegetical literatüre that makes difficult, if not 
quite impossible, description of the Sitz im Leben of any of its types. 

At the beginning of Sürat al-Rüniy Muqâtil told the story of a wager 
between Abü Bakr and Quraysh on the number of years to pass before a 
Byzantine victory över the Persians wouId wipe out the humiliation of their 
defeat by the latter mentioned in scripture. Besides emphasizing the 
reading ghulibat and glossing consistently the scriptural mu^minün as 
musUmün^ the story combines an example of Quranic prognostication {akh- 
bâr aUghayb) with a neat connection between events in the Hijaz and 
the wider world .4 The primary motif, a natural alliance between Muham- 
mad’s followers and the Byzantines (both being *people of the book’) 
against his opponents and the Persians (both being idolaters), became 
a constant in Quranic exegesis and a ‘fact* of oriental history.s The circular 
argumentation underiying that process is graphically illustrated by the 
manner in which Ahrens drew upon Wellhausen*s assertion (itself ap- 
parently an inference from the haggadic interpretation of Q. 30: 1—4) 

‘ GAS i, 37: ‘der noch 190/805 lebte\ * See above, pp. 132-3. 

3 Tafsir^ 22, 208; GAS i, 41, but cf. the editor*s introduction, Tafstr, 38, adducing the 
dates 220/835 and 226/841. 

* Tafsir, 230'' ad Q. 30: 1-4; see above, II pp. 69-70. 

* e.g. Ibn Sa*d, Tabaqât ii, 24; and references in Kister, ‘Al-IJîra*, 144 nn. 2-3. 
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that the Jews in Arabia (hence opponents of Muhammad) had tradi- 
tionally (!) sided with Persia against Byzantium, to prove, conversely, 
that İslam was influenced in its development by the prophet^s sympathetic 
attitude to Christianity.^ I have mentioned the absence of comment to this 
passage in the Rampur manuscript of Sufyân; Kalbı alluded to the wager 
and, like Muqâtil, linked the eventual Byzantine victory with the Müslim 
one at Badr. Thus, what for the exegetes could only be regarded as vati~ 
dnaîio ex eventu fumished anecdotal material both entertaining and edi- 
fying.2 

Narrative ingredients such as that may be described as pseudo-historical 
digressions .3 Other kinds are also found, e.g. the prophetical hadith adduced 
by Muqâtil in which was described the barrier erected against the depre- 
dations of God and Magog, or by Sufyân, where three gentlemen, physi- 
cally ample but intellectually feeble, discussed in an ingenuous way the 
kind of conversation God might be expected to overhear.'^ Each story 
provides a very literal, almost tactile, realization of the verse in question. 
Related to these features is the apostrophe (parenthesis), in which the 
exegete addressed his audience by paraphrasing and amplifying a scriptural 

locution, as in Muqâtil ad Q. 18: 69 JU/l^U <UIİ c-U jl Jli 

^ or Kalbi, ad Q. 13: 99 JUj 

jJüJI ^ ajül frU ^1 C.U oj Like most of 

the haggadic techniques examined here, of which the primary example 
is the narratio itself, digressions such as those do not so much explain 
scripture as render it familiar. No device could, after ali, have been 
more appropriate to the task of making familiar than provision of names 
{ta'yîn) for the anonymous.'^ The situation into which such procedures 
could be insinuated might be thought a very informal one indeed. 

I have suggested that regular expression of connectives and employment 
of supercommentary could indicate oral delivery; similarly, ‘stage direc- 
tions’ following qâlay as well as serial repetition and circular expIication, 
would seem unnecessary in a text designed to be read rather than heard,® 
That the evidence both of style and of content should point to the popular 
sermon as Sitz im Leben of haggadic exegesis is hardly surprising.® For the 

* ‘Christliches im Qoran\ 148; Reste^ 236; what may have been the sonrce of this align- 
ment is attested in the history of Palestinian Jewry, see Mann, Fatimid Caîiphs i, 4a citing 
Graetz. 

* See above, p. 138; Tafsir, 228*^“''; worthy of remark is the unquestioning acceptance 

by the haggadists of the reading cf. GdQi, 149-50; Goldziher, Ricktungent 18-19. 

3 The example is not isolated, cf. Goldziher, Richtungeıtt 58-61, especially on MuqâtİI 
ad Q. 17: 60, 

^ See above, p. 133; Tafsîr, 226-7 od Q. 41: 22. 

* TafsiTy MS H. Hüsnü 17, 171^ 

* Tafsitf MS Ayasofya 118, 135''. ^ See above, pp, 135—6. 

® See above, pp. 128-31. ® See above, I pp. 46-52, esp. pp. 48-9. 
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history of Arabic literatüre a long period of oral composition and trans- 
mission, or possibly of oral delivery from notes, is commonly supposed to 
have preceded the redaction of more or less fixed texts. It is the chronology 
of that process 'vvhich eludes satisfactory description. Two points in this 
respect deserve some attention. First, literatüre exhibiting the haggadic 
type is preserved only in recensions dating from the third/ninth century. 
The presence there of what I have described as intrusive elements, though 
indicative of an incipient sophistication of exegetical method, is not of such 
dimension as to distort the basic character of the type, which remained 
recognizable and continued presumably to perform some useful function 
in the community, Second, it seems clear from the manner in which 
textual problems were treated, or ignored, that development of the haggadic 
type preceded in time the refinement of method characteristic of masoretic 
exegesis. An altemative would be to suppose that the two types developed 
in mutual isolation and perhaps simultaneousiy. That view could derive 
some support from scattered attempts to perpetuate the haggadic type, 
for example, by Dînawari (d. 308/920) or Qummi(d. 309/921).* The former 
work, a nearly verbatim reproduction of Kalbî’s commentary and like the 
latter transmitted on the authority of Ibn 'Abbâs, is hardly conceivable at 
a time when the writings certainly of Ibn Qutayba (d. 276/889) and prob- 
ably of Tabarî (d. 311/923) were available, It may be that Dinawarî 
considered the work of his contemporaries (quite correctly) inappropriate 
to the pulpit, but if that were so the work of Kalbı himself or of Muqâtil 
could have been used. OuramFs Tafsır (here the title could be authentic), 
on the other hand, may have been composed to meet a different need. 
Purportedly derived from the authority of JaTar al-Şâdiq and of his father, 
the commentary consists entirely of haggadic elements applied to sectarian 
theology and displays, curiously, very littie in common with the allegorical 
exegesis contained in writing attributed to Ja'far.^ Lexical explanation is 
based on paraphrastic equivalence, textual emendation on 'Alid symbolism, 
poetic shatoâhid are minimal, and the use of narratio abundant and in con- 
formity with haggadic practice. An interesting variation, in his account of 
the ‘rabbinicaP test of prophethood, was location of the rabbis at Najrân.^ 
Perpetuation of the haggadic type might thus be ascribed to the survival 
of its traditional function within the Müslim community; it can hardly be 
explained within the framework of literary history. Formally haggadic 
elements in the exegesis of Tabarî and his successors were functionally of 
another order, and had been adapted to a different set of priorities. 

Source materials for the popular sermon and other forms of public 

* GAS i, 42 (Dînawarî), MS Ayasofya 221-2; GAS i, 45-6 (Qumrm). 

* Cf. GdQ ü, 180; Goldziher, Richtungen, 379 ff; GAS i, 528-31 (Ja'far), and see 
below, pp. 245-6. 

3 Qummî, Tafstr ii, 31-2 adQ, 18: 9. 
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oratory are remarkably unstable. An apposite illustration is the khutba 
ascribed by Jâhiz to 'Abdallâh b. Mas'ûd, adduced verbatim by Wâqidî, 
who attributed it to the prophet during his expedition to Tabûk.^ Literary 
form can be of assistance in determining date if not always authenticity. 
It is perhaps not without interest to observe that the parallel employment 
of elative constructions in that khutba is found also in the laudatio of Umm 
Ma'bad, allegedly composed during the prophet’s hijrüy and in the address 
to Quraysh by Nadr, b. Hârith on the appearance in their midst of Muham- 
mad.^ The earliest examples of oratory seem to have been characterized by 
synonymous or synthetic parallelism {mutâbaga) rather than by rhymed 
prose {saf)y a conciusion supported by the form of speeches in the ayyâm 
literature .3 It is, on the other hand, quite impossible on the basis of such 
material to date the appearance of rhymed prose or, more important, to 
infer reasons for abstention from that particular form.^ Now, a historical 
development described in terms of evolution from pre-Islamic khatîb to 
Islamic qâşş might be thought to reflect the argument in favour of faşâ^ 
aUjâhüiyya, were it not invariably accompanied by a portrait of the 
popular preacher as degenerate and irresponsible purveyor of fable.® That 
the designation qâşş became an epithet of abuse may have been a con- 
sequence in part of the fact that he remained a ‘popular preacher’ on the 
periphery of the religious establishment. Opprobrium might thus reflect as 
much functional eccentricity as doctrinal irregularity.* 

Much if not ali of his material, however, is found in the writings of the 
haggadic exegetes. It may not be irrelevant to note that the Quranic scrolls 
from Damascus, composed certainly for the purpose of private and possibly 
communal devotion, contain almost exclusively scriptural passages which 
could, and did, generate haggadic material, e.g. prophetology, eschatology, 
and paraenesis .7 To perceive in the originsof Arabic literary prose a com- 
bination of public oratory and elaboration of ‘predication coranique’ is 
undoubtedly sound.® Elaboration must of course be understood as inter- 
pretation, of which in this context the typical variety was that represented 
by the aetiological legend, like those related of Abraha’s elephant and 
Muhammad’s nocturnal joumey.® The narratio was both didactic and 

* Jâîji?, AUBayân wal-tabyîn ii, $z; Wâqidî, Kitab al-Maghâzî, 1016. 

2 See Fischer, ‘Umm Ma'bad-L^ende*, 318-27; Ibn Hishâm, Stra I, 299-300; cf. 
also Stetter, Topoi und Schematay 42, 45—6. 

3 See Caskel, ‘Aijâm al-*Arab’, 45-^. 

* Pace Goldhizer, Abhandlungen İ, 57—76, esp. 67-8; cf. Fischer, ‘Umm Ma‘bad- 
Legende’, 318 n. ı; BSOAS xxxiü (1970) 390; and see above, III pp. 116-17. 

5 See above, III pp. 93-9; cf. Goİdziher, Studien ii, 161-70; id. Richtungeny 58-61; 
id. ‘Chatîb’, 97-102; id. ‘Neue Materialien*, esp. 478-9. 

* See Pedersen, ‘Islamic Preacher‘, 226—51; id. ‘Criticism^ 215-31. 

’ See Oıy, *Un nouveau type’, 87-149, esp. 144-9. 

* See Blachfere, Histotre iii, 717-36, 737-803, though I am unable to accept the authoPs 
proposed chronology. 

9 See above, I pp. 42-3, II pp. 67-70. 
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entertaining, and anecdotal accreta appended to scriptural texts conformed 
admirably to the pre-halakhic concept of pious and edifying tradition, 
symbolized in the formula Aj (poorly accredited 

but of therapeutic value).^ To the long and many-faceted process of Ge~ 
meindebildung Avhich culminated in the canonical text of Müslim scripture, 
the sermon {khutha) must have been Central, as the instrument of both 
transmission and explication of the prophetical logia. The role of Haggadah 
was described by Zunz as that which most easily and naturaliy met similar 
needs in the post-Exilic Jewish community.^ The manner in which the 
popular sermon and the popular preacher were eventually incorporated 
into, or eliminated from, the orthodox establishment belongs to the internal 
history of the religious community. The strictures of halakhic and maso- 
retic exegesis did not of course preclude oral delivery, but probably limited 
such to the lecture room. The requirements of a wider public were not for 
that reason neglected. 


2. DEUTUNGSBEDÜRFTIGKEIT 


Concem with both hermeneutical value and grammatical form of revela- 
tion could be justified by recourse to scripture itself, ■whose Deutungs- 
bedürftigkeit was in more than one passage explicitly stated .3 The related 
but distinct processes of hermeneutical derivation and textual adjustment, 
neither of which figured more than marginally (or intrusively) in the work 
of the haggadists, were conveniently described by Vermes as ‘applied’ and 
‘püre’ exegesis respectively.^ Those labels are eminently practical, and 
indicate functional value rather than methodological content of the 
exegetical types. Related to the formation of the Islamic community, and 
measured against the data of Arabic literary history, both kinds of exegetical 
activity (or rather, hermeneutics and exegesis proper) represent phenomena 
typologically distinct from the haggadic expression analysed in the pre- 
ceding pages. These phenomena consist principally in the elaboration of 
analogical method and in the concomitant acquisition of a technical 
vocabulary. While elements of the latter can often be traced to scriptural 
usage, the further semantic development of exegetical terminology usually 
followed paths divergent from, and even contrary to, the rudimentary 
associations of scriptural context. That such is so for the vocabulary of 
Biblical exegesis was stated recently by Loewe and is amply demonstrated 
in Bacher’s lexicon .5 If the elaboration of Rabbinic, and sectarian, exegesis 


* Goldziher, Studien ü, 154; cf.BjS 0^5 xxxi (1968) 615. 

* Vortrâge, 342-441, esp. 354-73; and Grünbaum, Sagenkunde^ 1-54; cf. Elbogen, 
Gottesdienstf 194-8; Seeligmann, ‘Midraschexegese*, esp. 176-81; Vermes, Scripture, 
ı-ıo, 67-126. 

3 See above, III pp. 99-102. ♦ *Bible and Midrash*, in CHB i, 199-231. 

® ‘The “plain** meaning*, 154; Bacher, Terminologie ı-iı, passim. 
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can be showntoreflect the impingement of Hellenisticrhetorical tradition,' 
the corresponding evolution of Müslim exegetical terminology, closely 
associated with the Jewish tradition, was even more complex. The emer- 
gence, at the end of the third/ninth century, of rhetorical criticism appar- 
ently derived from and certainly directed to works of profane literatüre 
may be, and indeed has been, interpreted as evidence of Hellenistic in- 
fluence upon the Arabic Science of rhetoric.^ That particular view is of 
course only one of several possible. But whatever the ultimate source of 
any given procedure or device, it is quite impossible to separate the de- 
velopment of profane rhetoric from that of scriptural exegesis, at least in 
any but the haggadic sense of that expression. However contrived and 
exclusively theoretical the relation of Arabic eloquence to the word of God 
might seem, the tendency to seek in scripture authority for the principles 
of rhetoric was very real.^ 

Symbolic of the alliance between the two disciplines was the use made of 

Q. 3' 7 j*î oU.^>c^ oU! dJuLs- ja 

aaüjÜI ftUuJİ ajUio U (jjÂJI Uti 

Ct* ti Ui 

IjJjî *^1 Uj Commentary on this passage, unanimously 

agreed to represent the point of departure for ali scriptural exegesis, 
itself exhibits a historical and typological spectrum of interpretative 
method. The operative terms in the verse were seen to be three: muhkam^ 
mutashâbih^ and umm al-kitâb, each of which came to be assigned a dis- 
tinguished if uneven semantic history. Concern at the haggadic level was 
naturally with unitary definitions, and for Muqâtil the âyât muhkamât 
were those verses whose prescriptions were to be implemented, further 
specified (or exemplified) as Q. 6: 151—3. Such were designated motlıer/ 
source of the book (umm al-kitâh:aşl al~kitâb) since they were not only 
preserved with Goâ(jıUlawhi U~mahfüz: sicy cf. Q. 85: 21-2) but also in 
the scriptures of ali peoples Kalbî’s view was not dissimilar. but 
inciuded the additional qualification that these verses set out permission 
and prohibition and were ones which had not been abrogated (mubayyınât 

bil-halâl fjoal-harâm lam tunsakh).^ For both exegetes the âyât mutashâhihât 

were the four initial sigla jJlj found in thirteen süraSy 

and here of numerical and apocaIyptic value, related to the taunts 

* Cf. Lroewe, op. cit., 140-54; Daube, ‘Rabbinic methods^ 239-64; Gertner, ‘Terms* 

I- 27; id. ‘Pharisaioi’» 245-68. 

* See Tâha İJusayn, ‘La Rh^torique arabe*, 3-24; Heinrichs, Arahische Dichtungy 

II- 18, 105—70, with reference to von Gnınebaum, ‘Die aesthetischen Grundlagen der 
arabischen Literatür’, Kritiky 130-50. 

3 See above, 11 pp. 79-80, and below, pp. 232-9. 

^ Tafsir, MS H. Hüsnü 17, 35^. 


5 Tafsir, MS Ayasofya 118, 29^ 
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of Muhammad*s Jewish opposition.* That this kind of interpretation 
served a useful, if limited, purpose may be clear from the preceding 
observations on haggadic method. It could not, and did not, survive the 
more exacting demands of halakhists and masoretes. Kalbî’s reference for 
muhkam to the principle of abrogation (naskh) necessitated a correlation 
mutashâbihımansûkh^ implicitly ascribed to Ibn 'Abbâs and extending con- 
siderably application of the term mutashâbih. In rather more detail, and 
with explicit ascription to Ibn 'Abbâs, was the introductory statement of 
Abû 'Ubayd (d. 224/838) in his treatise on abrogation, for which 0.3:7 

must have seemed to the author an appropriate peg: 

Aj ^ -uUiiîj Aİll^îj By means of that aphor- 

istic formulation, which did not add appreciatively to delimitation of a 
technical vocabulary, scriptural material not of regulative content, in 
the opinion at least of Abü 'Ubayd, was relegated to the status of muta¬ 
shâbih: ‘the object of belief but not of conduct*. That functional cleavage 
could hardly be of use for the masorah, and it is thus curious to 
find repeated by Farrâ’ the Information in Muqâtil and Kalbi, inciuding 
the allusion of the latter to abrogation. ^ The same material was also 
adduced ad loc. by Zajjlj (d. 311/923) who, however, proposed a further 
contrast: muhkam verses were immediately meaningful owing to their 
straightforward/obvious expression {zahir bayyin)^ while mutashâbih verses 
in order to be understood required insight {na^) and reflection {tadabburj 
tadbîr), Examples of the first category were the stories of the prophets and 
of creation (sıc), of the second the claims for the fact of resurrection.^ 
Explicit reference to the ‘plain meaning* of scripture might seem arbitrary, 
if not quite insidious, in a work where the mukkamât were also subjected 
to exegesis. Even a theoretical postulate that the muhkamât were imme¬ 
diately clear {tvâdih mubın) was rejected by Mâturîdî (d. 333/944) in his 
detailed survey of the several traditions relating to 0.3: 7.^ A series of 
contrasting pairs was set out; the meaning of muhkamât could be 
rationally apprehended (fil- aql bayânuhu), that of mutashâbihât only by 
recourse to authoritative tradition {bi~maWifat al-sam'); muhkamât were 
verses of regulative content (ahkâm), while knowledge of the mutashâbihât 
was not even necessary (laysa bil-nâs hâja ilâ U-ihn hthi)\ muhkamât 
were abrogating, mutashâbihât abrogated; muhkamât could be understood 


* Cf. GdQ ii, 68-78; and above, II p. 64; Muqâtil and Kalbı are too allusîve: the 
entire anecdote on the expected duration of Muhammad*s power is retailed in Suyûtî, 
Itgân İÜ, 25-6. 

2 GAS i, 48; MS Ahmet III 143, 3^ 

3 Ma*dnî 7 - 0 Mr*fln, MS Nurosmaniye 459, 29^^ ad loc. 

GAS i, 49; MS Nurosmaniye 115, 67'': entitled ^IrâhjMâ^ânî *UQur^ân. 

5 GAS i, 49, 604-6; Tazvîldt aUQurân, MS Medine 179, n6''-7^ 
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by meditation {tafakkurlta^ammullnazr), mutashâbihât by research {talcAI 
bahth); muhkamât could be known, mutashâbihât not at alL Finally, 

mutashâbihât might be explamed by reference to muhkamât: oî JJj 

İ 3 jx^^ JüUUuJl uSjj, a rational postulate which might be 

thought to eliminate the contradictions inherent in the preceding series. 
For Mâturidî, it may be noted, the antithesis zahir: bâtin meant not the 
‘literal’ as opposed to the ‘concealed’ significance of the verse in question, 
but rather the ‘apparent’ as contrasted with the ‘real’ meaning, a dis- 
tinction which became the point of departure for his methodological 
application of ta^zvîU 

It was the explicit relating of mutashâbihât to muhkamât^ the latter in 
the role of exegetical point d^appuiy that provided a foundation for both 
halakhic and masoretic exegesis. Jaşşâş (d. 370/981) considered that rela- 
tion Central to the task of exegesis, but admitted that not every possible 
meaning {mdna) or aspeet (^yA) of the mutashâbihât could thus be dis- 

covered: JüUİ ^ J -uUUJIj jÎ dUJb 

(JUUİ The procedure 

of referring mutashâbihât to muhkamât might entail reasoning {!aql) or 
recourse to authority {sam\ though the former could not be the un- 
disciplined application of independent reason, but rather the rational 
employment of scholarly tradition.^ Juxtaposition of muhkamât and muta¬ 
shâbihât involved explicit recognition of analogy as an exegetical principle, 
whether textual or doctrinal, and this became the comerstone of scriptural 
interpretation,^ That the initial impetus in the application of analogical 
deduction to scripture was halakhic, rather than masoretic, might be 
thought corroborated by the ascription to Shâfi'î (d. 204/820) of the earliest 
work entitled Ahkâm al-Qurân^ More systematically formulated even 
than the work of Jaşşâş was the Ahkâm al-Qur^ân of Ibn 'Arabi (d. 543/ 
1148) who, in his commentary to the Sahih of Tirmidhî reiterated the 
relation of analogy obtaining between muhkamât and mutashâbihât and 
drew attention to the spiritual value of the exegetical activity which must 
result from inciusion in scripture of the two kinds of verse.^ On the neces- 

sity of that differentiation Ibn Qutayba had been even more explicit; 
cJUj 

> See below, pp. 154-8. ^ GAS i, 444-5; Ahkâm al-Qur ân ii, 3. 

s Ahkâm ii, 5-6. * See below, pp. 166-70. 

5 GAS i, 484-90, esp. 489-90 no. VII; the recension is that of Bayhaqî (d. 458/1066), 
from which it may be necessary to conciude that only the organizing principle, not its 
application/illustration, can be dated as early as the end of the second/eighth century. 

6 GAL i, 412-13, Suppl. I, 632, 663, 732; on the margin of Tirmidhî, Şakth xi, 114-20. 
^ Ta^vnl, 62. 
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This view of scriptural exegesis as a divinely imposed task inherent in 
the very structure of the document of revelation exhibited considerable 
advance towards the scientific formulation of interpretative method and 
away from the haggadic division of God’s word into prescription, narrative, 
and paraenesis. The obligation to study, to immerse oneself in religious 
Science {râsikhfil-ilm)^ could be and was derived from the much-disputed 
segmentation of Q. 3: 7, namely, whether interpretation {tavnt) of the 
mutashâbihât was limited to God alone or to God and to those firmly 
rooted in religious knowledge. Ibn Qutayba argued that since the prophet 
must have known the meaning of those verses (!), such was necessarily 
transmitted to his companions and thus made accessible to the community.* 
The question of juncture {istVnâfjibtida*) in Q. 3: 7, between allâh and 
zoal-râsikhün^ may be understood to symbolize ali argument about the 
limits of exegetical activity. Insistence upon a disjunctive syntactical value 
for the partide waw^ as articulated by Suyütî/ was neutralized by the 
admission that not every facet of their manifold significance could an)rway 
be wrung from the mutashâbihât.^ That something of the mystery of 
revelation should be reserved to its author could be accepted without 

encroaching unduly upon the domain of the exegetes: 0( tJlj 

JUİ* Aijb Their unceasing effort to understand was not thereby 

circumscribed, concisely expressed by Zamakhsharî adQ.y. That the 
ultimately prevailing point of view should be identical with the attitude of 
Rabbinic Judaism towards the study of scripture will, in view of ali that 
has so far been adduced, hardly surprise. Authority was after ali provided 
by scripture itself, e.g, Ezra 7: 10, Nehemiah 8: 7, where the basic in- 
gredients of a technical vocabulary were also found.^ Isoîated attempts, 
already remarked, in Müslim exegetical literatüre to equate muhkam with 
zahir (obvious, in the sense of unambiguous: mcCnâ wâhid) represent a 
polemical tendency, if not specific school disputes, and may be compared 
with such disarming statements as a“TR “»n msi or Kip» fK 

.7 It is at least not beyond reasonable doubt whether the 
terms peshat[peshut signified the ‘obvious’ or ‘literaP meaning of scripture, 
though in the context of dispute they might tendentiously be so used: 
more realistic are Loewe’s proposals ‘familiar’ in the sense of widespread, 
and ‘authoritative’ in the sense of interpretation sanetified by tradition.® 
Save in the polarity zahir:bâtin employed for allegorical exegesis, Müslim 

* Ta'tvîlj 72-4. 2 jfqân iü, 5-6, also i, 253. 

^ e.g. Jaşşâş, Ahkâm al-Qurân ii, 3. 

Suyûtî» Itqân üi, 9. 

s Kashshâfi^ 337 ~ 8 ; translated in Goldziher, Richtungen, 127-9. 

* See Zunz, Vortrâge^ 13-36; Elbogen, Gottesdienst^ 194-8. 

7 Bacher, Terminologte i, 98, ii, 103, 173. 

* ‘The “plain” meaning*, 158-9, 167, 176-82; cf. Bacher, op. cit. ii. 172-3. 
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use of the term zahir sîgnified ‘obvious’ only in the sense that one’s own 
argument was felt to be more compelling than that of one’s adversary.* 

Identification in Q. 3; 7 of the muhkamât with umm aUkitdb was uni- 
formly understood to refer to the divine archetype of scripture, i.e. its 
nucleus {aşl al-kitab)j analogically deduced from the two other Quranic 

occurrences of the phrase umm aUkitâbı 13: 39 (^l::S 3 l j»î öAapj . . . ajül 
and 43: 4 LjjJ J <ülj. Though it may be objected that the 

deduction Avas fadle and hardly substantiated by the respective contexts of 
the locution, the only modification ever proposed was that the muhkamât^ 
containing as they did divine prescription, enjoyed priority of rank över 
verses which were not regulative, and in that sense could be designated 
‘mother of the book\ a phrase often and for quite different reasons applied 
to Sürat al~FâtthaJ‘ Only in Q. 3: 7, where it could be an interpolation, 
may umm aFMtâb refer not to scriptural archetype, but rather to exegetical 
point d^appuL Such of course would have been more satisfactorily expressed 
by a construction ^umm lil-Mtab exhibited in the Rabbinic precepts 
DK 'SP. Horowitz was probably right to reject the equivalence 
on the grounds that phraseological similarity was belied by their quite 
different applications.^ On the other hand, that view of the muhkamât as 
reference (maradd) for interpretation of the mutashâbihât might well be 
thought comparable to the Rabbinic notion of em as ‘authority’.'* 

Allusion to the ultimate necessity of exegesis is contained also in Q. 75: 

Hl _ 

19 aiU q\ jfrj. The two other Quranic occurrences of bayân^ in 3: 138 

and 55: 4, as well as the single instance of tibyân in ı6: 89, designate 
‘sign*, revealed as guidance and mercy.^ Such also is the function of the 
exclusively substantival bayyinajbayyinâty while the participle mubîn is in 
scripture employed only as attribute (as also adjectival bayyin in 18; 15 
and bayyina in 2: 211 and 29: 35), In Q. 75: 19 bayan was understood by 
exegetes to signify not merely ‘clarity’ but also ‘clarification’, that is, 
equivalent to tabyin,^ In that verse the agency was divine, as in ali occur¬ 
rences of the transitive finite forms, which have as object the word ‘signs’ 
{âyât \ e.g. Q. 24: 18, 58, 59, 61) or a noun clause (e.g, 16: 44, 64). Bayan 
as exegesis was thus sanctioned by scriptural usage, though the Quranic 
locution had not quite the paideutic sense of Biblical hebin^ e.g. Nehe- 
miah 8: 7-9, Daniel ıı: 33.^ Synonymous with Ouranic bayan is the term 
tafşily also ‘clarification’ and restricted to the agency of God: either the 

* See below, pp. 242-3. 

2 e.g. MâUırîdî, Ta*vnlât, MS Medine 179, 117*’; Suyûtî, Itqân iii, 9-10. 

^ Untersuckungeriy 65; Torczyner*s conjecture, apud Augapfel, ‘ “Kitâb”387, 
presupposed in any case a misunderstanding. 

+ See Zunz, Vortrâge^ 338 n. (b); Bacher, Termmologıe, i, 119-21. 

* See above, I pp. 5-6. ® e.g. Zamakhshan, Kashshdf iVf 661 ad loc. 

’ Cf. Gertner, *Tenns', 21 n. 3. 
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book makes ali things clear (Q. 6: 154) or is itself made clear (6: 114) by 
the act of revelation. The notion of being made distinct by separation/ 
demarcation (cf. Q. ıı: ı, 41:3) provided a technical term for Quranic 
periodization.^ Interpretation of fasşalaltafşîl as separation and hence 
specification is reminiscent of Rabbinic and |Qumranic peresh:^ the 
Müslim term was employed predominantly in halakhic exegesis. 

The generic designation of Quranic exegesis is in scripture itself a hapax 

legontenon: Q. 25: 33 Nl JJUj diüjjL Vj. The 

subject of ydtünaka is *those who reject/disbelieve’ (alladhtna kafarü in the 
preceding verse), and the entire passage an assurance that opposition to 
God’smessenger will be countered by divine assistance. Theunique context 
of the term tafsir is thus polemic, of a kind frequently alluded to in the exe- 
getical tradition .3 Zamakhsharî’s gloss takshîf referred to the ‘uncovering* 
of a (maliciously) concealed truth, and represents a Standard charge in 
sectarian disputer* A similar, but rather more academic, Iexical exercise is 
contained in the etymology by metathesis {tafsir ıtasftr —‘unveiling’) pro- 
posed in a commentary to Mâturîdî’s Ta'mlât^ But it seems more than 
doubtful that for the technical term tafsir either the Quranic verse 25: 33 
or the metathesis exhibits an authentic Sitz im LebenP It may further be 
doubted whether tafsir ever meant, or could really mean, uncovering, in 
the sense of bringing to light a concealed significance. The hermeneutical 
process involved in tafsir becomes clearer from examination of what 
became the Standard binary opposition tafsir: ta*wiL There the several 
attempts to define the contrast were based on primarily epistemological 
considerations. In a synthesis of pertinent arguments Suyûtî established a 
dichotomy of exegetical modes in which tafsir was defined as the trans- 
mission of authoritative witness, scil. to the occasions of revelation (rizoâyaj 
samdlshahâda), and ta*zoil as the product of research and expertise, sciL 
in the analysis of scripture {dirâyajistinbat).’^ The polarity had found dia- 
grammatic expression in the work of Mâturîdi: tafsir belongs to the com- 
panions of the prophet, ta*wil to those learned in doctrine (İbUcvaJJ 

Now, it is hardly possible that these comparatively formal 

* See above, III pp. ıı^-'iy; fâsiîalfazoâsil. 

* e.g. Kashshâf IV, 184 ad Q. 41: 3 (with formal but unnecessary reference to a reading 
without tashdîd); cf. Gertner, Tharisaioi*, 254-5. 

3 See above, pp. 122-7; and I, pp. 36-8. 

^ Kashshâf iii, 279 ad loc.; for kitmânltahrtfltabdiîy see beIow, pp. 189-90. 

® Samarqandî (ca. 540/1145); see Götz, ‘Mâturîdi’, 35“b; adduced anonymously by 
Suyûtî, Jtqân iv, 167. 

* See beîow, pp. 233-5; Wİeder’s relating Karaite (?) mashpirim to Arabic tasfîr might 
be linguisticaliy sound, but it may be noted that the Arabic word was never an exegetical 
term, and further, that in Arabic IexicoIogy this kind of etymology (metathesis) need not 
be taken seriously, see Wieder, Scroîls, 59 n. 4. 

7 Itgân, nato* 77: iv, 167-73; al-Mabdnl, ch. VII, 172-82. 

® Ta*wîlâty MS Medine 180, ı''; cf. Götz, ‘Mâturidî’, 31-8, 
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defînitions antedate by much the generation of Taban and Maturîdî (end 
of the third/ninth century). But the antithesis tafsîr:ta^wîl appears in 
inverted form in a rudimentary classifîcation of exegesis at the beginning of 
Muqâtirs Tafstr where, on the authority of Ibn "Abbâs, it was stated that 
îafsir is what was known by scholars (^ulamff) and ta^ml by God alone.^ 
To the problems attending the recension of Muqâtil’s Tafstr, it may be 
added that the same tradition from Ibn "Abbâs was adduced by Suyütî, 
but contains the term tafstr throughout.^ It is perhaps not without interest 
that in his exposition of the tafstr: ta wîl polarity Suyütî employed as 
generic designation of exegesis the temas bayan and Vrâb, explaining that 
the use of trâb in the sense of grammatical sign {hukm nahtot) was in fact 
a neologism ,3 That Trâb could, in the light of philologists’ use of a'rab 
and of Quranic ^arabî, signify ‘clarification* is not at ali unreasonable, 
and that usage was embodied in the titles of the commentaries ascribed 
to Farrâ* and Zajjâj .4 

In addition to the almost purely formal criteria represented by the 
ritoâya : dirâya contrast, a substantial distinction between tafstr and td*ml 
was also formulated. Tafstr was methodologically limited to scriptural 
passages bearing but a single interpretation, ta^wil to those bearing more 

than One: li JüUJİj {stc) li The operative terms 

were wajhjwujüh (aspect) and râjihjmarjüh (prevailing/preferred), used 
respectively to designate the range of options and of those the optimum. 
As with most technical terminology ultimately associated with a particular 
discipline, the locution dhü toujûh retained its earlier and general 
significance, and could refer simply to the many facets of the Quranic 

message, e.g. ji JjJİ jT p}\ or ojs^j jS The proximity 

of toujûh to the Tannaitic^amm was pointed out by Goldziher, in respect 
of which it may be noted that both terms were employed in halakhic as 
in other types ot exegesis .7 It could be argued that the distinction be- 
tween tafstr and ta^toil remained a theoretical one; Abû'Ubayd, whose 
interest in the text of scripture was primarily halakhic, had asserted that 


* Tafsîr, MS H. Hüsnü 17, 2^. 

* See above, pp. 143-4: the introduction is full of technical terms which seldom or never 
appear in the body of the work; ItqQn iv, 188: i.e., some tafnr can be known to men, other 
tafstr only to God. 

3 Itqân iv, 172-3; iştilâk hadîth\ see above, III pp. 109-11. 

+ See above, III pp. 93-4, 98-9; e.g. MS Nurosmaniye 459 and 115, respectively; cf. 
GAS i, 48--9* 

5 Maturîdî, Ta'toîlât, MS Medine 180, Suyufî, Itqân iv, 167- 

^ Suyûçî, Itqân iv, 184; Nahj aî-baîâgha, cited Goldziher, Vorlesungen, 41, 74, n. 4; 
cf. also Abbott, SALP ii, loo n. 48. 

7 Richtungen, 84-5; cf. Bacher, Terminologie ii, 157, and on partim as synonym of 
te^amtmj i, 151; for the locution mâ 'Uzoajh, as calque of mah ha-ta^am, an example may be 
found in Zamakhsharî, Kashshâf i, 519—20 ad Q, 4: 48. 
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they were one and the same.^ The difficulty lay in determining which 
Quranic verses might be characterized as containing more than one 
aspect (tvajh) and hence suceptible of interpretation by ta'mL From 
Q. 3: 7 it was clear that ta^zvil was applicable only to the mııtashâbihât, 
identification of which was, as noted, remarkably unstable. The analogical 
relationship seen by Mâturîdî and Jaşşâş to obtain between muhkam 
and mutashâhih meant that in practice the latter could be explained by 
reference to the former, even though not every aspect of the nrnta- 
shâbihât could be so illuminated. The methodological difference between 
tafsîr and ta^ml might seem thus at least blurred, if not entirely effaced, 
by the admitted interdependence of muhkamât and mutashâbihât. The 
formal difference could, however, be maintained: in contrast to 
which involved investigation and research, tafsîr depended upon tradition. 
The same solution to a scriptural problem might, in other words, be 
reached by different methods: its acceptability was often no more than 
a matter of presentation, that is, with or TOthout the requisite witness 
{shahâdalrivsâya), It seems clear that the tafsîr : ta'mi dichotomy symbolized 
a dispute rather more fundamental than one merely of method or termino- 
logy, namely, the exegetical relationship between canonical and non- 
canonical material in the witness to revelation preserved and transmitted 
by the Müslim community. 

The necessity of resort to tradition as interpretative complement to 
scripture was the crux of sectarian dispute between and within the Jewish 
and Christian communities. The extent to which tradition could be re- 
garded as dispensable depended upon the successful elaboration of 
exegetical techniques which might be seen to elucidate scripture, as it 
were, from within. Without stressing unduly the essential futility of steps 
taken to that end, it is worth observing that there is about them a consider- 
able measure of uniformity. The ‘Torah-centricity' of such groups as the 
Qumran sectaries, the Apostolic Christians, and the Karaites generated a 
series of interpretative principles which might have been, and in some 
instances actually were, freely exchanged.^ One such common element was 
the division of scripture into ‘manifest’ and ‘concealed’ parts, the latter 
epithet employed not in the sense of esoteric but of ambiguous or equivocal, 
in short, deutungshedürftig, It would, in my opinion, not be unjustified to 
see in the antithesis muhkamât\mutashâbihât a refiex of niglot : nistarot, and 
in particular of the contention that in each pair the second element might 
be elucidated by reference to the first.^ 

In Müslim practice that process of analogical deduction presupposed 

^ Apud Suyûtî, Itqân iv, 167. 

2 See Gerhardsson, Memory^ 172-3, 233, 284-7; Wieder, Scrolîs, 53-62; Rabin, Qum- 
ran, 95-111. 

3 Wieder, ScroîlSy 76-7; Rabin, Çımran, 99. 
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the self-sufficiency of the Qur’ân, and as such must be regarded as pole- 
mical in character, The dispute was articulated, if never quite satisfactorily 
resolved, in the elaboration of halakhic exegesis.^ The notion of ambiguity 
in the term mutashâbih, as partaking of more than one semantic aspect, was 
reinforced by identification with mushtabihf possibly an allusion to the 
parallel passages Q. 6: 99 and 6: 141, or others, e.g. Q. 2: 25 and 2: 118,^ 
but more probably engendered by its antithetical relation to muhkam. The 
synonymity of mutashâbih and mushtabih is explicit in Zamakhsharî ad 
Q. 3: 7, and had much earlier become axiomatic for masoretic exegesis .3 
It wouId be misleading, depite the centrality of Mâturîdî in its formula- 
tion, to suggest that scriptural exegesis which dispensed with tradition was 
invariably designated ta*wiL In scripture itself the term occurs seventeen 
times and, save for Sürat Yûsuf {Q, 12: 6, 21, 36, 37, 44, 45, 100, loı) 
Avhere it could only be rendered ‘dream-interpretation’ {ta*bîr al-ruyâ), 
it was consistently glossed ‘outcome7‘sequer Çâqiba), thus lending the 
term a distinetly eschatological flavour which accorded nicely with the 
haggadic definition of mutashâbihât as four of the cryptic Quranic siglaA 
It seems to me that this eschatological, or at least prognostic, sense fits 
rather better than ‘interpretation^ the use of ta^zoîl in the much-cited verse 

of *Abdallâhb. Rawâha: aLyJ 

It was partly owing to that application that the term achieved 

enduring status in allegorical exegesis, which was largely though not 
exclusively sectarian.^ 

Function as generic designation of scriptural exegesis devolved thus 
upon tafsir, eventually employed for most if not quite ali varieties of that 
exercise. That its Süz im Lehen was alraost certainly the lexicon of profane 
rhetoric does not of course exclude influence from other quarters.'^ 
Whether the literary activity of the haggadists was actually described by its 
authors as tafsir is, owing to redactional complications, not easily answered. 
In his historical survey of exegetical method Goldziher described that 
‘primitive* interpretation as the nucleus of what became traditionist tafsir 
{tafsir mangül) and as secondary to establishment of the text of scripture 
{Textg€stalîung).^ That view of the anterior existence of a ne varietur text 
gradually subjected to interpretation reflects of course the 'Uthmanic 
recension traditions ‘vvith ali their very familiar implications. A comple- 
mentary feature of this traditional view of Islamic origins is the assertion 
that early attempts to interpret the text of scripture were frustrated by an 

^ See below, pp. 175-7» 188, 201-2. * Cf. Ibn Qutayba» Ta*v^î, 74. 

3 See below, pp. 212-15; Kaskskâfi^ 337“8. * See above, p. 149. 

5 Tabarî, Annales I/1S95; cf. Goldziher, Studien İİ, 112 n. 5; id. Abhandlungen i, 
60 n. 2; id. Richtungertf 278. 

^ See below, pp. 243-6. 

* Richtungerty 55-85 and 1-54, respectively. 


’ See below, pp. 233-5. 
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official prohibition, or at least restriction, of exegetical activity.^ Reason 
for the official measures, invariably associated with the figüre of 'Umar b. 
Khattâb, was seen to be an expression of extreme piety. Modifications of 
this view have subsequently appeared, notably those of Birkeland and 
Abbott,^ Birkeland recognized that the alleged opposition was a late 
formulation exhibiting school disputes about the form in which tafsır 
ought to be transmitted, a contention often and misleadingly expressed 
in terms of the opposition tafsir bil- üm: tafsır bil-ra'y.^ Abbott^s insist- 
ence upon the historicity of the story of 'Umar and Şabîgh seems to 
me to have missed the point entirely, as do her simplistic references to 
mutashâbihât and tafsır al-nabi^ 

The figüre of 'Abdalllh b. 'Abbâs (d. 68/687) as tarjumân al-Qur^ân 
might be thought to pose something of a problem. Birkeland’s relegation 
of that figüre to a personification of consensus {ijmaf symbolized in 
particulâr by the isnâd Ibn Sa'd-Ibn 'Abbâs, is a reasonable hypothesis 
indeed, especially if qualified by an admission that the historical process 
reflected in tafm cannot be reconstructed before the beginning of the 
third/ninth century.® References in the iabagât literatüre to earlier author- 
ities, almost without exception disciples of Ibn 'Abbâs transmitting on his 
authority, can hardly be said to represent more than the proliferation of 
companion isnâds shown to be characteristic of legal traditions. Impetus 
for the production of both legal and tafsir traditions was halakhic, and 
objections to ‘tafsir^ are in my opinion to be understood only secondarily 
as disapproval of independent reasoning (ray) as opposed to traditional 
Science Çilmf The primary dispute was about the sources of doctrine 
{üşül al-fiqh) and reflected in the respective claims to priority put forward 
by advocates, on the one hand, of canonical revelation, and on the other, 
of non-canonical revelation.^ The role of 'Umar in the zntı-tafsir traditions 
might be compared to that of 'Uthman in the canonization traditions: an 
explanatory mechanism designed to attest the earliest possible origins for 
the components of Islam.^ The absence of scriptural interpretation before 
the generation of haggadists does not require an explanation so contrived 
and internally inconsistent. 

That during the second/eighth century halakhic disputes were essentially 
ones about principles as opposed to methods may be thought corroborated 

* Richtungen^ 55“64. 2 Mtıslim Opposition\ and SALPliy 106-13. 

* Müslim Opposition^ 28—32. 

* S ALP ii, 106-13; tHat the story of 'Umar and Şâbigh constituted proverbial illustra- 
tion of tiresome mterrogation, not only about the mutash^nhdty but also halakhic material 
in scripture, seems dear from Mâlik’s reference in a discussion of the spoils of war, 
Muzvatta*, 455: Kit^ al-Jihâd no. 19. 

^ Müslim Opposkiont 32-42; I am not quite certain, however, whether Birkeland would 
accept that qualification. 

® See above, I pp. 51-2; and beIow, pp. 161-3, 188. 

’ See B*S 0 ^ 5 mi (1968) 613-16. 
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by the witness of two documents often adduced as milestones in the 
juridical and political development of İslam. The first of these is 
the Risâla fil-şahâba of Ibn Muqaffa' (d. 142/759).* The standpoint of the 
author in matters pertaining to the practical administration of justice was 
characterized by Schacht as a recommendation of procedural uniformity, 
to be imposed by the govemment (wV) upon a situation of juridical chaos.^ 
The elements of confusion could be identified as regional dispute, about 
the priority of sunna (as ius consuetudinis) and ray (as practical inference), 
overlaid by the legacy of Umayyad administrative practice. It may well be 
that Ibn Muqafîa*’s proposals were derived from Persian models, but the 
notion of charismatic leadership underiying his emphasis upon the 
position of the caliph hardly required foreign inspiration.^ My interest 
here lies exclusively in the role of scripture in Ibn Muqaffa”s suggestions 
for organizing the Islamic community. As a source of caliphal authority 
the Qur’ân (designated kitâb) received but scant attention, usually in tan- 
dem: al~kitâb zmi-sunnaj and was only önce cited, as ‘revelation’ {tanzîl)y 

i.e. Q. 7: 43 aJJİ UIOa 6Î VjJ [IS' l^j in a context which re- 

commended, appropriately, recourse to sound reasoning.'^ Arbitrary em- 
ployment of reason was condemned, but also arguments based upon sunna 
which could not be derived from the prophet or from one of his rightly 

guided successors (!) cJm ^ -U)l Sound 

reasoning consisted in the caliphal application of analogy {tadbîr wa~qiyâs)^ 
and in matters of dispute the caliph was to employ that instrument: 
J-Xx-'b fjsJ vjl A reference to the 

significance of ahi al-figh wal-sunna wal~siyar wal~naşıha leaves a distinct 
impression that the function of scholarship was to enhance the caliphal 
authority 7 

Now, the tenor of this official communication might be thought to 
corroborate a good deal of similar evidence that at mid second/eighth cen- 
tury revelation had yet to achieve status as recognized authority for doc- 
trine or for policy within the Müslim community.® The appeal to analogical 
reasoning reflects a stage of doctrinal development prior to the onset of 
formalized transmission of authoritative opinion, and a period in which 
the celebrated instructions to the qâdi of *Umar b. Khattâb might well have 
been composed.^ Further evidence of Ibn MuqafFa'’s attitude to Müslim 

* GAL i^ 138, 151, SuppL î, 210, 236; in M. Kurd *Alî, Rasâ'ü al-btdaghd\ 117-34* 

* Origins, 58-9, 95, 102-3, 137* 

^ Schacht, Origzns, 95; cf. Goitein, ‘Tuming point*, Studies, 149-67, esp. 163-4, where 
the theory of a Persian model is modified. 

* Risâla jÜ-Şababa, 121, 123, 122. ® Risâla^ 126. 

® Risâla, 127. ^ Risâla 127. 

® See above, I p. 44. ^ See above, II pp. 56-7; and below, pp. 166-7. 
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scripture might possibly be elicited from the refutation of arguments as- 
cribed to him by the Zaydî irmm Qâsim b. İbrahim (d. 246/860).^ Attribution 
of the work being refuted was rightly considered by Guidi to be very ques- 
tionable indeed.^ So littie of that ascribed to its putative author is preserved 
in the refutation that it is quite impossible to say more of Qâsim’s adversary 
than had he not existed he would have had to be invented. References to 
the document of revelation consist exclusively of ingenuously literal inter- 
pretations of Quranic phraseology, e.g. descriptions of God as wager of 
war, as destroyer of the umam khâliya^ as seated upon His throne, etc.,^ 
each deftly and in turn thrown out of court by Qasim, whose display of 
expertise in the metaphorical exegesis of anthropomorphic expression was 
faultless. That the author of the Risâla fil-şahâba, a work both formally 
pİous and substantially sophisticated, could have been responsible for the 
trivial argumentation attributed to him by Qâsim is unlikely. At several 
points the latter found occasion to criticize severely his opponent’s know- 
ledge of Arabic, and accused him of having composed a barbarous book 
{a^jam al~bayân)A Childishly inept humour like the alleged beginning of 
the book: Tn the name of the merciful and benefîcent light’ {bistni H-nüri 
^l-rahmâni ^l~rahîni) can be taken seriously only as caricature and point, 
not so much to a mu*arada of the Qur’ân (traditionally ascribed to Ibn 
Muqaffa'), as to an ideal target for the vituperative criticism of the 
Mu'tazilî Qâsim .5 The majör portion of the refutation, thus presumably 
also of its fons et origo, consists of polemic about the principles of divine 
creation and of God’s justice and retribution, suspiciously appropriate, it 
might seem, to a Mu'tazilî ^owr deforce. 

Significant in a way quite different from the Risâla fil-şahâba of Ibn 
Muqaffa' is the work entitled Risâla fil-qadar and ascribed to Ilasan 
Başrî (d. 110/728).^ its authenticity and ascription were accepted by 
Ritter and by Obermann; and its authenticity, if not ascription, by 
Schacht J The argument of the tract, essentially dogmatic and in fact littie 
more than Identification of Satan as agent and repository of Evil, was found 
ofFensive by Shahrastânî (d, 538/1143), who was thus willing to ascribe it 
to Wâşil b. *Atâ’ but not to Haşan.* Schacht remarked the exclusive em- 
ployment of Quranic shazoâhid in the work and a concomitant absence of 

* GAS i, 561-3; Kitâb aUradd ^alâ *l-zindîq, in Guidi, La Lotta, arabic pagination 3-55. 

^ La Lotta, vİii-xi, though he judged it to be a typical product of the period in which Ibn 

Muqaffa* lived, cf. xxi-xxiii; also, Nyberg, ‘Zum Kampf*, 425-41, esp. 431-2. 

3 La Lottüf arabic pagination 17-26, 29-31, 35. 

La Lotta^ arabic pagination 8, 10, 31, 33, 39-40, 43. 

* La Lotta, arabic pagination 8; cf. Goîdziher, Studien ii, 401. 

* GAS i, 591-4» esp. 592 no. 3; MS Köprülü 1589, Ayasofya 3998; in Ritter, ‘Fröm- 
migkeit*, 67-82; for an analysis of its contents, see Schwarz, ‘Letter’, 15-30. 

’ Ritter, ‘Frömmigkeit*, 62-4; Obermann, ‘Political theology*, 138-62, esp. 154-8; 
Schacht, Origins, 74, 141, 229. 

® Kitâb al-nnial tval-nibal, on the margîn of Ibn yazm, Kitâb al-fişal i, 59. 
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traditions from companions or prophet, arguing e silentio for composition 
at the beginning of the second/eighth century, chronologically consonant 
with the scholarly activities of Haşan.* There are, indeed, ninety-five 
verses and parts of verses adduced (five of them twice), from thirty-nine 
well-spaced süras of the canonical text of revelation, a few passages con- 
sisting of nothing more than a concatenation of scriptural loci^ None of the 
scriptural material may be described as regulative, but rather, as admoni- 
tory and paraenetic, drawn from eschatological contexts stressing the 
ethical implications of the Quramc theodicy. The over-all structure of the 
risâla is polemical rather than halakhic, formulated as epistolary address 
and regularly punctuated by imperatives beginning ‘O commander of the 
faithfur, with one passage based on sustained employment of the apo- 
strophic ‘And if you were to say.. {wa~law gultd).^ The main body of the 
treatise contains a series of allegedly disputed points in scripture, thirteen 
in ali and introduced ‘There is dispute about His word* (fa-yujâdilünj 
yunâzi'ünfi qawtihi), in which the author disposes in a tidy though fac ile 
manner of his anonymous adversaries.^ Those disputes could have no basis 
in fact, since scripture (kitâb allâh generally; gur^ân occasionally) contained 
neither inconsistency nor contradiction unless it had been tampered with 
{wa~harrafühuy^ Reference to the reliability and omniscience of scripture 
is sufficiently recurrent and emphatic as to provoke the question of the 
author’s real purpose. It might seem that the very absence of ali but 
scriptural shawâhid and the express insistence that ali answers were to be 
found therein could suggest an usûl controversy, in which the ‘plain mean- 
ing’ of scripture was being asserted in the face of analogical reasoning and 
of tradition, whether from companions or prophet. 

Some support for this conjecture is found in what may be designated 
the ‘framework* of the risâla. The request of the caliph *Abdalmalik for 
information on the problem of gadar {liberum arbitrium) was constructed 
round his wish to know whether Haşanknowledge had been derived from 
tradition(s) from companions of the prophet, his own opinion/reasoning, or 

from an argument confirmed in scripture: ^ J^î Sjljj 

ti C/" Cj^ The reply 

was interestingiy circumstantial: he (Haşan) had learned from his pre- 
decessors who lived according to the word of God and transmitted His 
wisdom, who followed the sunna of the prophet (stc), who knew right 
from wrong, and who did not assert otlıer than that which God had 

Himself expressed for the benefit of mankind in His book; U 

i aAII dİpcL^Î 

* Origins, 229. * Ritter, *Frömmîgkeİt*, 71, 73, 82. ^ Ritter, 75. 

^ Ritter, 72-80. 5 Ritter, 70 liae 15-71 üne 2. ® Ritter, 67 lines 8^. 

4889075 G 
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*ibl;;5^ aA^ aj <ml Uj VI 0^?=:^ Vj cj^l U.^ 

Similarly, in the ‘covering letter' from Hajjâj to the caliph recommending 
Haşan’s treatise, the Quranic sources of Hasan’s views were stressed by 
means of a paraphrastic conflation of the caliph’s own inquiry.^ Thus, 
prophetical Sunna and companion traditions were inciuded there as 

respectable sources of knowIedge, though inferior to scripture: o^joj 

.(J ajîj^A.^ 

(j ajîilj (JUJ <UU jjt j^\ -m! v-iL*Jİ 

Alil cjIiSCJ îyîj a^l. Protestations like ‘Any argument not 
based on scriptural proof is fallacious’ y oU^ Jy (Jö 

^ -ml )3 or'Thus does scripture speak, O commander of the faith- 
fuP -Ull ^ might seem to indicate a more 

than merely casual concern for usûl priorities. Reference to the defor- 
mation (tahrif) of scripture is not infrequent ,5 as also to arbitrary or 
otherwise unsatisfactory exegesis,^ twice specified as interpretation by 

personal opinion/reasoning: dUİ üjij^ 

That particular charge can hardly be taken seriously, since it was the 
method employed by the author himself throughout the treatise, and the 
epithet may have been nothing more than a tag for opinions from which 
he dissented. His own exegesis consisted in the ingenuous assertion of 
scripture’s ‘plain meaning’, easily apprehended by the unprejudiced eye 
and a basic knowledge of Arabic. Though quite unconcemed with 
linguistic or rhetorical analysis, he adduced in two instances examples 

from the usus loguendi (kalâm al~arab): ad Q. 19: 59 j3j UJÎ (Jİ 

Lftı^î ^ 

and 3: 178, where a line of poetry was ofîered and the locution gurân 
'arabt apostrophically (and predictably) explained as a concomitant of Arabic 


" Ritter, 68 lines 3-6. ^ Ritter, 80-1: note (MS Ayasofya 3998). 

^ Ritter, 68 lines 13-14; cf. Schacht, OriginSj 141. 

^ Ritter, 69 line 13; curiously, the parallel construction in Q. 45: 29 was not adduced by 
the author of the risaUty i.e. hâdhâ kitabunâ yantig *alaykuın biUhaqq\ whilein th& risâla 
reference to scripture is unmistakable, it could be of interest to note dıat Qummî, Tafsîr 
ii, 295, emended kitabunâ to hi^kitâhinâ, thus making the prophet, not the book, the spokes- 
man of God, probably a reflex of Imâmî apologetics, similar to the emendation 
umma‘. ciimma in Q. 2; 143 and 3: no, Tafsîr i, 63 and no, respectively; cf. Goldziher, 
Bichtungen^ 281-2. 

5 Ritter, 68 line n, 69 line 19, 70 line 16; see below, pp. 189-90. 

* Ritter, 69 lines 19-20, 75 line 2 (tcCîJoîl) \ 74 line 2, 78 line 16 {ta*awwul). 

’ Ritter, 74 line 6, 78 line 5: taatmala and fassara synonymous. 

® Ritter, 79 lines 8-9. 
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eloquence J1 «UJİ «ü_yî ^jjC- j^jJl b jT^lj 

öU-R-v Ojiyo (^JOl 

Method and style in the risâla, unblemished by textual and semantic 
problems or scholarly apparatus, are not unlike those of the haggadists, 
characterized by straightfomard equations and absence of authorities. 
Occasional employment of the connectives ay and ya'm* even yaqüly^ may 
be thought to attest to that similarity, corroborated by a simplistic inter- 
pretation of the Khidr verses (Q- 18: 60-82) in order to demonstrate the 
compatibility of free will ^ith divine foreknowledge .3 In the light of 
explicit reference to companion tradition, prophetical Sunna, with which 
may be contrasted mention of sunnat allâh in Q. 40: 85,and exegetical 
ra’y, it could be argued that the exclusive employment of Quranic loci was 
neither fortuitous nor a consequence of the early composition of the risâla^ 
I am inclined to assign the treatise to the end of the second/eighth century, 
after the development of haggadic exegesis and during the period of ıışül 
disputes represented by, at least, the conflict between traditionists and 
Mu'tazila. Ascription of this hortatory and edif3âng work to a figvıre like 
Haşan Başrî hardly requires explanation, and may be compared to a similar 
tendency serving the reputation of *Abdallâh b. ^Abbâs. 

One point in the risâla deserves further mention. The author’s assertion 
that the text of scripture \m free of inconsistencies and/or contradictions 
rested upon two assumptions: first, that such as might be found must be 
the result of (malicious) alteration, second, that the meaning of mutashâbih 
was ‘analogous’, in the sense of mutually corroborative (as in Q. 39: 23): 

A 

Ulx5^ v;^*Apc31 o****^^ ^ 

Uâjtj Thus, the antithesis muhkamımutashâbih 

could, önce formulated, be adduced in justification not only of ‘applied' 
but also of *pure’ exegesİ3.7 Preoccupation with apparently contradictory 
statements in scripture generated two separate but interdependent views 
within whose terms a very carefully delimited typology of contradiction 
(ikhtilâfltanâgu^ could exist side by side with what might be called a 
recognized set of ‘standard puzzlesb What must be the earliest version of 
the latter is found in the form of an appendix to Muqatirs Tafstr al~ 
khamsimVat aya,^ The relation of the appendix, contained in folios loo"^ to 

* Ritter, 76 line 20-77 lûıe 3. * Ritter, e.g. 79 line 8, 68 Üne 15, 67 Üne 12, 

3 Ritter, 77 lines 12-19; see above, p. 128. ^ Ritter, 79 lines 3-4. 

® Pace Schacht, OriginSt 74,141, 229; in this connection the observation of Obermann, 

Tolitical theology*, 142 n. ıı, that these technical terms here make a remarkabîy early 
appearance, gains fresh and certainly unintended significance. 

* Ritter, 70 line 15-71 line 2. ’ See above, p. 148. 

* G^ıS i, 37 no. I; MS British Museum Or. 6333; Abbott, SALP ii, 96; cf. BSOAS 
xxxi (1968) 614. 
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103^*, to the body of the work is something of a problem. For the copyist 
of this manuscript (an unicum, dated 4 Jumâdâ I 792/20 April 1390) the 
appendix clearly belonged to the main text (same paper, ink, hand, ete.), 
but was separated therefrom by a fresh başmala and two abrupt changes of 
subject. The style is haggadic and almost certainly that of Muqâtil (or of 
the works traditionally aseribed to him), beginning with a ta*yin of Q. 18; 

60-82 identical to that of his majör tafsir: JS" 

l-UL. Önce the dramatis personae of the Müsl-Khidr story 

were identified, a new isnâd introduced the topic of scriptural contradietion 
{ikhtilâf al-Çvr^ân), related on the authority of Ibn 'Abbâs, and illus- 
trated by the following nine problems:^ 

1. Whether on the day of Judgement there shall be communication between those 
being tried: Q. 23: loı vs. 37:27(37:50, 52:25). 

2. Whether on that day polytheists will or can avail themselves of the Services 
of their deities: Q. 6: 22 vs. 6: 23. 

3. Whether God created heaven or earth first: Q. 79: 27-30 vs. 41: 9-11. 

4. Whether the grammaticaİ vaîue of kâna in Q, 4: 23, 4: 134, ete. refleets a 
permanent or a temporary quality. 

5. Whether the promise in Q. 20: 124 (he who ignores my admonition shall live 
in penury) is confirmed or belied by experience. 

6. Whether the promise in Q. 16; 97(goodness shall be rewarded) is confirmed 
or belied by experience. 

7. Whether on the day of Judgement those being tried shall be asked about their 
misdeeds; Q- SS : 39 vs. 15: 92-3. 

8 . What is the precise meaning of ‘guidance’ [hudan) in God’s warning to Adam 
and Eve: Q. 20:123 ? 

9. What is the precise meaning of ‘before him' {amâmahu) in Q. 75: S (but man 
desires to sin before him) ? 

The Solutions proposed by Ibn 'Abbis to these problems were un- 
equivocal and unsophisticated, and evoked a primitive level of popular 
discourse.^ The exegetical principle involved in the elimination of apparent 
contradietions was that which distinguished between different contexts 
(mazoâtin) despite similar or identical phraseology. Thus, nos. ı, 2, 3, and 7 
did not contain ‘real’ contradietions because the opposing verses referred 
to quite different situations, or to different aspects of the same situation. 
Nos. 5 and 6 were, on the other hand, allusions to eschatological fulfilment 
or, altematively, virtue as its own reward. Tothe lexical problems in nos. 4, 
8, and 9 Solutions were evaded by resort to theology: kâna predicated of 
God must signify an etemal attribute;'^ 'guidance' was the Qur’ân; ‘before 
him’ indicated progression in disobedience {çudumanfil-ma'âst). 

* Tafsir, MS. H. Hüsnü 17, 171^-z^; see above, pp. 128, 135-6. 

* Tafsir, MS BM Or. 6333, ıoo''-ı^ 

3 Tafsir, 


^ Cf. Reuschel, ‘Wa-kâna Hâkti *aUman\ 147-53. 
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A schematic and slightly more sophisticated version of what eventually 
became the Standard (!) scriptural puzzles was attributed to Muqâtil and 
inciuded in his Kitâh al-tanbih wal~radd by Abû Husayn Malatî (d. 377/ 
987).^ The extracts from Muqâtil, adduced by Malatî without supporting 
reference to Ibn 'Abbâs, are two:2 on Quranic contradictions, and on 
semantic and phraseological correlations, of which the first seems to be a 
systematic expansion of the material described above from BM Or. 6333. 
I have found no other work of Muqâtil in which this material appears, or 
in this form could appear, except as appendix or as some other variety 
of formal intrusion.^ In Malati’s version,^ the number of scriptural contra¬ 
dictions was increased to twenty“five, inciuding four examples from 
BM Or. 6333 (nos. ı, 2, 3, 7). The principles of harmonization remained 
the same, but were enhanced by differentiated and normative ezpression. 

Each solution was, for example, introduced by the formula ^ jjs- IA4İ 

reason for the apparent discord specified as different contexts {matoâtin 
mt 4 khtalifa)y similar phraseology in analogous circumstances {şilât al-kalâm 
mushtabihajvjujüh al-Mlât mushtabihalikhtilâf al-hâlât mushtabih), tempor- 
ally separate aspects of the same situation {wujûh tagdim al-kalâm mushta- 
bihd)y ete. That in exegetical usage mushtabih and muîashâbih were 
functionally synonymous has been noted.® 

The manner in which this kind of problem, together with its attendant 
loci probanteSy became a constant in the literatüre of scriptural exegesis may 
be elicited from Suyütî’s ehapter on the subject in his Itqân^ where the 
notion of ‘contradietion’ was appropriately described as irresponsible 

fantasy and beneath the dignity of God's word L JU 3İ^lj 

dJih ^ (JuJ j CıU'^1 and illustrated by four Standard ex- 

amples from Ibn 'Abbâs (nos. 1-4 in BM Or. 6333).6 But for Suyûtî these 
were merely a point of departure for a survey of elaborate rhetorical teeh- 
niques designed to prove what had been unequivocally asserted, namely, 
that the text of revelation contained neither contradietion nor inconsisteney. 
So stated, that position was manifestly indefensible, in tacit recognition of 
which recourse was had to more sophisticated terminology. Ibn Qutayba was 
able, for example, to distinguish between contradietion proper {ikhtilâf 
tadâdd) not found in the Qur’ân save in cases of regulative abrogation, 


* GAS i, 607; in Dedering, Bibliotheca Islamica IX. 

2 Kitâb cd-Tanbîhy 44-56 and 56-63. respectively; see be!ow, p. 210. 

3 Pace Abbott, S ALP ii, 96; manuseripts have so far been discovered for three, not 
four, separate ■vvorks of Muq§til, cf. GAS i, 37; the extracts from Malatî vvere published 
separately, and earlier, by Massignon, Recueily 194-210. 

Kitâb al-Tanhîhf 44—56. 

^ Itçân, naw' 48: iii, 79-89. 


5 See above, p. 157. 
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and difference by variation (ikhtilâf îaghâyur) of which an example was the 
0x6. umma in Q. 12: 45, expressing both period {htti) and forgetting 
{nisyâti).^ This argument did not, however, prevent his adducing a sim- 
plistic harmonİzation of the by that time traditional instance of contra- 
diction: in the question of conversation on the day of Judgement.^ For 
Ibn Taymiyya the distinction lay between contradiction proper (ikhtilâf 
tadâdd) and variation (here ikhtilâf tanamm') of which only the latter 
could be found in scripture.^ For Kirmanı the antithesis was expressed as 
concepts mutually exclusive (tanâqud) not present in the Qur’ân, and 
relational difference (ikhtilâf îalâzum), found in scripture as multiple varia- 
tions upon a single theme.'^ That proliferation of technical vocabulary is 
witness to an abiding concern with textual consistency. It was one form of 
exegetical activity in which no serious scholar ever adduced in support of 
his argument the ‘plain meaning’ of scripture. 

The concept of ikhtilâf as variation, and not simply as flagrant contra¬ 
diction, presupposed or at least implied some degree of both textual 
integrity and conceptual unity in the document of revelation. The manner 
in which those were perceived or, perhaps more accurately, were created, 
emerges from examination of the work of halakhists and masoretes. Their 
primary, and indispensable, instrument was analogy. Under that general 
title was subsumed a number of related but methodologically distinct pro- 
cedures. The basic distinctions \vere two: between deductive and inductive 
establishment of an analogical relation, and between halakhic and masoretic 
application of the instrument. While a general impression that the Arabic 
term qiyâs denotes an exegetical procedure both inductive and halakhic is 
not altogether unjustified, it is also an over-simplification. An example can 
be seen in Bergstrâsser’s selection of qal wa-}wtner as illustrative of qiyâs 
method: ‘da sie nicht wie die anderen die Interpretation eines normativen 
Textes, sondern die Gewinnung einer neuen Bestimmung aus einer vorhan- 
denen regeln soll \5 In fact, qiyâs was employed both for extrapolation of 
fresh principles from existing premisses and for interpretation, as well as 
for establishment, of the scriptural text, though the appearance of fixed 
and consistent terminology was admittedly later than the phenomena 
themselves.^ 

What must be the earliest, or almost the earliest, reference to recourse to 
analogy for halakhah occurs in the Risâla fil-şaMba of Ibn Muqafîa*: 

J-UJU The locution 

* Ta^vnlt 31. 

2 Tatvti, 47 adQ. yy: 35 vs. 39: 31, one of several sets of contradictory verses on that 
subject, e.g. BM Or. 6333 no. ı, Kitâh al~Tanhlhy 44. 

3 Apud Suyûti, Itqân iv, 176-7. + Apud Suyûtî, Itqân iii, 89. 

5 Bergstrâsser, ‘Anfânge*, 81. 

* See Tahânawî, Iştilâhat, 1189-96: qiyâs lughazuîmâ qiyâs shar*î. 

’ Risâla fiUŞahâba, 127; see above, pp, 158-60. 
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ashbah aUamrayn bil-adi can only refer to ‘equitable comparison of two 
cases’, in the sense that their respective merits and demerits were to be 
juxtaposed. In that particular context it was the reasoning of the caliph 
which was evoked to produce a solution. Possibly contemporary with, but 
probably later than that passage is the recommendation ascribed to 'Umar 

b, Khattâb in his instructions to Abû Mûsâ: 

dJJi ^ ^ That the imperative qis 

here signified ‘juxtapose* was recognized by Margoliouth, who related 
that usage to Talmudic hiqqish.^ Of similar importance in the recommenda¬ 
tion are the terms ashbâh and amthâl (probably hendiadys), referring to 
those common elements in (two) propositions which may be juxtaposed 
(sciL for the purpose of comparison). The explicit condition 'in those matters 
for Avhich there is neither qur'ân nor sunna^ suggests, in my opinion at 
least, a date later than the corresponding passage in Ibn MuqafFa', which 
reads ‘in halakhic dispute {ikhtilâf al-ahkâm) either about a matter trans- 
mitted from the ancients {md*thür ^an al-salaf) . . . or about a case of arbi- 
trary reasoning (ra’y ajrâhu ahluhu 'alâ ^l-qiyâsyj The use of shabbaha for 
analogical juxtaposition is attested elsewhere, e.g. in Mâlike and in BukhârL^ 
Whatever the linguistic relation of Arabic qâs to Hebrew hiqqish, it may 
seem that shabbaha was equally appropriate as notional equivalent to the 
Hebrew term. 

In the contexts adduced above the terms ashbahlashbâhjshabbaha can 
hardly refer to juxtaposition based on identical or even similar phraseology. 
Introduction of a tertium comparationis is at least implicit in Bukhârî's 
discussion of the legatee’s obligation to fulfil a pilgrimage vow derived 
from a duty to pay the outstanding debts of the deceased.* Employment of 
Talmudic hiqqish was characterized by the same latitude: some but by no 
means ali of the examples assembled by Bacher depend upon a recurring 
locution or even textual juxtaposition inscripture.'? Methodological distinc- 
tion in reasoning by analogy with and without a third term became 
evident only with the refînement of technical terminology, of which a 
valuable illustration is afforded by the evolution of Talmudic gezerah 
shawah, That that term came to, but did not originally or consistently, 
designate analogy based on occurrence of the same word has been often 
and convincingiy demonstrated.® In halakhic argument the principle of 

* Margoliouth, ‘Omar^s instructions’, 309, 320; Goldziher, Zâkiriterty 9. 

* Margoliouth, loc. cit.; see also Schacht, Origim, 99. 

3 Risâla fiUŞdkâhat 127. 

* Mudawwana ii, 94, cited Schacht, OriginSy 117: *to assimilate’. 

5 Şahıhy ‘Kitâb al-rtişim’, no. 12, cited Goldziher, Zahiriteny 107. 

^ Goldziher, loc. cit. ’ Terminologİe i, 44-6, ii, 57-8. 

® See Bacher, op. cit., i, 13-16; Gertner, ‘Terms’, 24-5; Loewe, ‘The “plain” meaning’, 
164-5; and cf. the Pauline application in Romans 4: 3-9, which did depend upon an 
identical word, Gerhardsson, Memoryy 287-8. 
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inductive analogy, by which I mean those varieties involving a tertium 
comparaîionis ot ratiOy is likely to have antedated insistence that the ana- 
logue be an identical phrase. It must, on the other hand, be admitted that 
contexts held to be analogous could in the first instance have been so 
related by reference to common phraseology. The complementary prin- 
ciple of deductive analogy may be thought to have had its origin in maso- 
retic rather than halakhic argument.^ In Müslim juridical literatüre the 
appearance of argument based on inductive analogy preceded by about 
a century systematic use of the technical term Hlla for ratiOy a notion for 
which Shâfi'î employed aşl (root/base/basis) and ma^nâ (meaning/sense).^ 
With the development of (fundamentalist) opposition to inductive analogy 
(called talil), differentiation crystallized in the antithesis taÜhmanşüŞy the 
latter term being employed, at least by sectaries of the Zahirî school, for 
analogy based on a textual similarity.^ The generic term itself for analogy, 
çîyâSy came increasingiy to be modified by such epithets as v^ere found 
necessary to describe the relation to one another of its components, e.g. 
jaltylzahir (explicit), khafiy (implicit), and even by phrases which effaced the 
opposition talüımanşüŞy such as Hlla manşüsa and qiyâs ma'qül al~naşşA 
Much of that proliferation of technical terms reflected (often necessary) 
steps to circumscribe the range of analogical argument, frequently un- 
disciplined and far-fetched.s 

Masoretic analogy was, on the other hand and by its very nature, mostly 
deductive. Though designated giyâs and defined in terms identical to those 

employed for its halakhic counterpart, e.g. by Ibn Anbârî JiO Jj 

J^î isojî ^ ^\ 3 y^Ûioro\toİ 2 itertiumcompaTa- 

tionis Çilla) was largely formal. That consisted often in the articulation of 
a grammatical *rule\ not adduced as justification for the analogy in question, 
but rather deduced from its first and second terms and seldom of general 
prescriptive value. The restricted usefulness of that kind of reasoning was 

enshrined in the Basran dictum cited earlier: H 

The analogical foundations of (ali) grammar were 

not thereby shaken, though it is worth noting that those had, in the face 
of pious objections that the word of God was unique, from time to time to 

be reasserted: . . . j-lJ aiTj^l oV j2pcXj jpcJI J jl5ol oî 
frUUI ^ jJlkj Vj 

* See below, pp. 208-12. ^ Schacht, Origins, 110, 117, 125, 

3 Goldziher, Zâkiriten, 11-12, 41-3, 56, 91-3: Dâwûd al-?âhirî, d. 270/884, 

* Cf. Tahânawî, Iştilâhâty 1192-5; Tyan, ‘M^thodologie’, 79-109, esp. 92 ff. 

5 For similar tendencies in the application of Talmudic middoty see Loewe, ‘The “plain” 
meaning*, 152--4, and Bacher, Terminologie i, uo-ıı. 

* Weil, Schuleıtt 19 n. 3. 7 above, IIÎ p. loı. 

® Ibn Anbârî, cited Weil, Schulen^ 29 n. ı. 
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masoretic form grammatical analogy consisted essentially in the process 
of textual restoration/emendation called ultimately tagdir^ but in earlier 
stages also majâzJ The manner in which potentially arbitrary applica- 
tion of majâzltagdir was restricted by the formulation of grammatical 
norms illustrates perfectly the emergence of masoretic analogy and its 
conformity with halakhic standards.^ But that conformity was always 
relative, and reflected as much of bewilderment at scriptural grammar 
as of piety before the word of God. Both sentiments found expression 
in the comment of Ibn Munayyir on ZamakhsharI ad Q, 6: 137, that 
scriptural data were to be given preference över the grammatical norms.^ 
Formal protest against the use of analogy in scriptural exegesis is thus 
not unexpected, but an example of such adduced by Suyûti from the 
specialized material of Quranic readings and attributed to Dânî (d. 444/ 
1053) may be thought vitiated by the latter’s employment of analogy 
(giyâs) in his own work.'* 

A type of analogical reasoning found in both halakhic and masoretic 
exegesis is that based upon the relation between general and particular 
statements {k}ıâsş:*ânm or kkuşüş'/umüni), Made theoretically complex 
by dispute about vvhether ali propositions were primarily/exclusively of 
general or of particular significance, application of the principle was in 
practice easy.s Apparently general statements in scripture like T am the 
first of the Muslims^ (Q. 6: 163) and T am the first of the Believers’ (Q. 7: 
143) were interpreted by Ibn Qutayba as particular, on the grounds that 
‘first’ was of temporal value {al-awwaîfi zamanihi).^ The argument was of 
course doctrinal (there had been Muslims and believers from the very 
beginning of time), but the same reasoning could be applied to textual 
problems, such as the often wa3rward treatment of number and concord 
in scriptural grammarThe corresponding Talmudic precept {kelah 
peraf) was of similar application.® More often than not, analogies based on 
this principle depended upon recurrence of the same word or phrase. 
Thus Suyûti, in an argument for the general applicability of particular 
Ouranic verses, adduced as proof the prophet’s juxtaposition of Q. 6; 82 

(Jj and 31: 13 o]-^ Their common 

element, the word ıpılm (wrong/sin), was designated nazir (analogue): 
it is that term which, together with shabahy characterized the masoretic as 

^ Wansbrough, Terİphrastic exegesis*, 247, nn. 1-2. 

* See below, pp. 219-24. 

^ Kashshâf ii, 69-70 (commentary); see beIow, pp, 223-4- 

* Itqân i, 211; Dânî, Taystr^ 21, 22, 34, 128, ete. in the question of phonological assimi- 
lation {idgkâm)y without tertium comparationisy for which however cf. Itqân i, 214-15, and 
GdQ iii, 154. 

s See Goldziher, Zâkiriteriy 120—4; Schacht, OriginSy 56, 125. 

* Ta'vnly 217. ^ Wansbrough, ‘Periphrastic exegesis’, 261 nn. 51-2. 

® Bacher, Terminologie i, 79-82, 152-3, ii, 83-5, 161-2. ® Itqdn i, 86. 
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contrasted with the halakhic use of analogy. The utility of nazîrjshabah 
was most apparent in the solution of textual and grammatical problems by 
recourse to the many techniques of restoration and emendation {majâzj 
tagdir), but was of course not restricted to such. An example of its applica- 
tion to what became a point of doctrine may be seen in the Standard inter- 
pretation oiumm aUkitâb in Q. 3; 7.^ Descriptions like ‘basis’ or ‘nucleus^ 
{aşl) or ‘that which is common to ali divine revelations’ required, as link to 
the ‘preserved tablet’ of Q. 85: 21-2, the corroboration allegedly found in 
the two other Quranic occurrences of umm al-kitâb (13: 39 and 43: 4). Now, 
that kind of analogy {nazîr) could founder on contextuaI dissimilarity, and 
that such did not go unnoticed may be inferred from the several exceptions 
to the Standard interpretation which identified umm vvith ‘precept’ and 
‘authority’. Those were the muhkamât, in reference to which ali exegesis 
was justified. 


3. halakhic exegesis 

Among the several topics treated by Muqâtil b. Sulaymân in his Tafstr 
aUkhamsimt at aya was the obligation to wage war on God’s behalf against 
His enemies.^ That section consists of eighteen Quranic passages (contain- 
ing twenty-nine verses) related in the folIowing pattern to six themes: 

1. Divinely imposed obligation to fight {gitöl): Q, 2: 216, 22; 39-40» 9: 29, 49; 
9-10 

2. Reward for fighting on behalf of God: Q. 61; 4, 10-13» 4: 95-6 

3. Observing God's covenant ('«Ad): Q. 9; ııı, 4: 74, 3: 200 

4. Martyrdom and its reward: Q. 2: 154, 3; 169-70 

5. Divine aid against the enemy: Q. 8: 15-16, 65-6, 3; 155, 9: 25 

6. Division of spoils: Q. 8: 41, 3: 161-3 

A degree of thematic overlapping, eliminated from this diagrammatic 
exposition, put Q. 3: 200 after 3:169-70, and Q. 9: 29 and 49: 9-10 at the 
end of the section, where the introductory theme was appropriately given 
final mention. Muqâtirs method can hardly be described as systematic or 
thorough: omitted were not only juridical questions traditionally asso- 
ciated with the subject of Holy War (jihâd)^ e.g. safe conduct (amân)y but 
also a number of Quranic loci pertinent to the themes which he did adduce, 
e.g. covenantal obligations .3 It may none the less be inferred from his 
organization of the material that the halakhic theme had priority över the 
scriptural evidence marshalled in its support, Selection, and especially 
assessment, of the latter were to some extent arbitrary. Introduced by a 
tanzil formula, the decree sanctioning war was expressed in terms stressing 
contrast with its earlier prohibition, chronologically separated by the Hijra 

See above, pp. 163-4; MS BM Or. 6333, 93''-8^ 


* See above, pp. 153. 

3 See above, I pp. 8-12. 
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same context provided an opportunity to fix tawhîd (profession of faith), 
şalât (ritual prayer), and zakât (voluntary almsgiving: ghayr muwaqqat) as 
duties imposed upon Muslims during the Meccan (!) period. The 
graduated and contrasting rewards for those who participated in Holy War 
{mujâhıdün) and those who did not {q^idün) were modified by a distinc- 
tion, not further specified, between non-participants who were excused/ 
exempted {ma^dhür) and those who were not.^ The passage setting out 
the rewards for martyrdom was inserted into the framework of a three- 
fold address from God to the recipients of His favour, culminating in 
the familiar story of their desire to retum to the worId in order to be 
killed anew .3 Verses attesting to divine assistance in battie and, con- 
versely, to its withdrawal, e.g. Q. 8: 65-6 and 3: 155, were related an- 
ecdotally to the batties of Badr and Uhud, and Q. 9:25 of course 
(textually) to Hunayn.'^ In the passage describing division of spoils the 
rule for allocation of the prophet's fifth after his death was not only 
enhanced by, but also seen to derive from, an amicable interview between 
'A’isha and ‘Alî b. Abı Tâlib.s The style of the whole is unmistakably 
haggadic, characterized by the serial repetition of explicative elements and 
by a profusion of anecdote. Both devices serve to create an atmosphere of 
narratio, so far as such was possible in the thematic arrangement of 
material, and the result may be compared with the style of the Sıra in 
the story of Ja‘far b. Abî Tâlib and the Najâshî.^ 

Muqâtirs use of scriptural shatoâhid gains significance by juxtaposition 
with the treatment of Holy War in the nearly contemporary Muzvatfa^ of 
Malik b. Anas (d. 179/795).” There, the relevant section(‘K. Jihâd') con- 
tains twenty-one chapters related to four themes: 

1, Desire(targhıb) to wage Holy War: chapters ı, 17-19: Q. 99: 7-8, 3: 200 

2, Conduct in Holy War: chapters 2-5 

3. Division of spoils: chapters 6-13, 20, 21: Q. 16: 8, 8: 60 

4. Martyrdom and its reward: chapters 14-16, 2i 

The four Quranic passages (containing five verses) appear here not in the 
role of organizing principle, but as an almost superfluous embellish- 
ment. Q. 99: 7-8 is paraenetic, quite unrelated to the subject, and was 
adduced by means of a prophetical hadzth beginning: Nothing else was 
revealed to me on that matter (sciL instilling a desire to wage Holy War) 
save for the general admonition {aya jâmıa fâdhdha) *Whoever does an 

' See above, pp. 141-2; Tafsîr, 93^- ^ Tafsir, 94^ 

3 Tafsir, 95*^; see Wensinck, Handbooky 148 for references in the hadîth literatüre; see 
above, p. 125. 

^ Tafsir, 96^"'^. 

® See above, pp. 129-30, 133-4; and I pp. 38-43. 

’ GAS i, 457-64; Muzvatta% 443-71: ‘Kitâb al-Jihâd*. 


s Tafsir^ 97**. 
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atom’s weight of good shall see it, and whoever does an atom’s weight of 
evil shall see In the same chapter, Q. 3: 200, which recommends 
perseverance, is rather more appropriate to conditions of battie, and was 
adduced for the same purpose by Muqâtil.2 chapter 12, on the division 
of spoils according to men and mounts, Q. 8; 60 is but generally pertinent, 
while 16; 8 was employed to support a halakhic subtIety; whether in the 
allocation of plunder donkeys, mules, pack animals, and nags qualifîed as 
mounts .3 In addition to these four passages, only one of which can be 
regarded as serving a juridical purpose, Mâlik referred twice to ‘revelation’ 
as a source of authority: in chapter 10, Ibn 'Abbâs refused to specify 
further the anfâl ‘mentioned by God in His book’ (presumably the hapax 
legomenon at Q. 8: ı); and in chapter 14, the prophet supported his own 
view in a discussion about the rewards of martyrdom by asserting: And 
thus I was told by Gabriel.^ In neither case was a serious appeal made to 
the text of scripture. Moreover, in chapter 10, where the battie of Hunayn 
was adduced as precedent, no mention was made of its only Quranic 
occurrence (9: 25), employed by Muqâtil for another purpose.^ In chapter 
4, two utterances of Mâlik on the honouring of safe conduct {âmân) did 
not inciude reference to what became the locus classicus (Q. 9: 6).^ Now, it 
might be argued that neither Q. 9: 25 nor 9: 6 is strictly relevant to the 
juridical points argued by Mâlik, but consideration of the entire section on 
jihâd tends to strengthen an impression that the role of scripture as witness 
tocorrect procedure was indeed minimal. The tendency towards Tslamiza- 
tion’ discemed in the Muwaita* by both Bergstrâsser and Schacht can only 
refer to an effort to situate as early as possible the constituents of sunnuy 
not to find corroboration thereto in the text of scripture.^ The earliest 
evidence of the latter is to be found not in the Muwatta\ but rather in the 
Tafsir al-hhatnsimVat aya attributed to Muqâtil. 

The only extant recension of that work is ascribed to Hudhayi b. 
Habîb (d. after 190/805), responsible also for the only version preserved 
of Muqâtirs majör Tafsîr.^ In an introduction typically haggadic the essen- 
tial components {arkan) of İslam were summarized by means of a parable 

related on the authority of Muqâtil himself: j| JU 

o « ' * 

-UJU üUjVI ^ ^ 

(Jl jL^ AjU. öjj ojhyaJl ^ (3^1 UlJ 

* Muîoaffa'j 445. * Muwatta\ 446. 3 Muwatf.a't 447. 

♦ Mutuatta*, 455 and 461, res^ctively. 

5 Muwatta\ 454-5; cf. Schacht, OriginSy 70-1, 286. ® Muzoatta*, 448-9. 

^ Bergstrâsser, ‘Anfânge*, 76-80; Schacht, OriginSy 283-7, 

® See above, p. 144; the isnâd of MS BM Or. 6333 (ı'') consists of the last five links in 
the chain of transmission for MS H. Hüsnü 17 (ı''). 
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Jl jU. LU* (jli ^ jj^UcJI Jl JU. UU’ 
^lii<JI ^LJI jJI jU^ Ulj 

ıjl l^î.^ The imagery generated by the concept of a purga- 

torial bridge (here jisr and qantara, but elsewhere also şirât)y separating 
each soul from its destiny by a series of trials (traditionally seven), was 
somewhat unstable.^ In Muqâtirs seven stages: (ı) Faith, (2) Prayer, (3) 
Almsgiving, (4) Fasting, (5) Pilgrimage, (6) Lesser Pilgrimage Çumra)y (7) 
Wrongs {mazâlim)y it may be that the sbcth exhibits contamination with 
the preceding one and might well, in the context of the whole work, have 
been instead Holy 'War{jîhâd), In any case, the subsequent literary history 
of this cautionary tale was such that its employment here deserves notice.^ 

The treatise covers in fact rather more than the material of the seven 
rubrics contained in the introductory parable, though these were given 
first places: 

Faith (fols. 1^-2^), Prayer (fois, 2^-12^), Almsgiving (fols. inciuding 

zakât and şadaqa), Fasting (fols. 21^-25*^), Pilgrimage (fols. 25*'—33''; inciuding 
hajj but not ^umra), Wrongs (fols. 34*'-4i^), Testaments (fols, 4i*‘-44^), Miscel- 
laneous (fols. 45'’-49'': inciuding prohibition of usury and of wine), Marriage 
(fols. 50^-59^), Divorce (fols. 6o*'-72^), Aduitery (fols. 72^-77'^), Miscellaneous 
(fols. 77^-93^: inciuding thefts, debts, contracts/treaties, sacrifice), Holy War 
(fols. 93^-98^), Miscellaneous (fols. 98^-103*': inciuding informal prayer and 
‘contradictions’ in scripture, the latter as an appendix),‘^ 

Treatment of each topic conforms with that described above for Holy War: 
concepts which are essentially, or even potentially, juridical are presented 
as ethical categories, exemplary and hortatory, but rarely prescriptive. 
The scriptural loci probantes are tentative and experimental: forming the 
principle by which material appears to have been inciuded, but not that 
by "vvlüch its halakhic validity was demonstrated. 

MuqâtiFs ethical categories are rudimentary: MM toa-harâniy glossed 
by the parable of the purgatorial bridge. The antithesis is itself found in 
scripture, formulated negatively (Q. 10, 59, 16: 116), but in the exegetical 
tradition positively, e.g. as two of the seven aAr«/(here modes),® and in the 
earliest literatüre as gloss to muhkamâtfi The five legal categories of classical 
jurisprudence vvere later, and do not appear to represent merely elaboration 

* TafstTj MS BM Or. 6333, ı''. 

* Cf. references in 'Wensinck, Handbooky 40; id. Creedy 232-3. 

3 See As£n Palacios» Escatologia, ıSo-çı, esp. ı 8 ı, 183 (vvhere according to Ibn *Arabî 
the sixth bridge was neither *umra nor jihâd, but tvudu: ablutions), and 568-9; Cemili, 
Libro delta Scala^ 202-5 (paras. 192-3), 299 (paras. 208-9), 530 ^- 

^ See above, pp. 164-5. 

5 i.e. as two of the seven *types* of material inciuded in revelation: ‘permission* and 
‘prohibition*; cf. Ibn Qutayba, Taıml, 26; Suyû^, Iîqân i, 136; Goldziher, Richtungen, 
37 - 

^ See above, pp. 149-51. 
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of the basic opposition halâh^râm, which did not as such achieve herme- 
neutical status.* As ethical categories halâl wa~harâm may be compared to 
Talmudic and or to the related Pauline rvıros Their 

value for the earliest Müslim exegesis lay in the facility with which 
they could be directly and unambiguously applied to the text of scripture, 
a procedure which in its most unsophisticated form can be observed in 
Muqâtirs treatise. 

Comparison of the author's method with that of Mâlik reveals a differ- 
ence which eventually became an opposition, namely, Sunna vs, Qur’ân 
as source of law. The dates of Mâlik, of Muqâtirs râm Hudhayi b. 
Habîb, and of Shâfi'î, with whom the opposed tendencies found polemical 
expression, make the end of the second/eighth century a likely chrono- 
logical focus for the dispute. It was the merit of Schacht to demonstrate 
the crucial role of Shâfi'î in that dispute, though I am most reluctant to 
accept that the ahi aUkalâm ‘had a precursor in the author of the dogmatic 
treatise ascribed to Haşan Başri’, or that the evidence of ‘problems which 
were based from the beginning on the Koran' P^oves beyond reasonable 
doubt existence of the canonical text of revelation.^ On the other hand, 
Schacht's description of ‘Koranic legislation’ {sic) as ‘the essentially ethical 
and only incidentally legal body of maxims contained in the Koran' is inmy 
opinion especially felicitous, as is his observation that ‘Even as regards his 
questions which presuppose the rules given in the Koran, we notice that 
anything which goes beyond the most perfunctory attention given to the 
Koranic norms and the most elementary conciusions drawn from them, 
belongs almost invariably to a secondary stage in the development of 
doctrine’.'^ In the light of those statements it would not, I think, be un- 
justified to interpret references to the ‘Koran' throughout his book as of 
essentially polemical connotation, employed, as they for the most part are, 
in contexts describing Shâfi'î's quarrels with his contemporaries and pre- 
decessors .5 In Shâfi'î allusions to the Qur'ân tend to be perfunctory and 
usually in tandem waUsunnd)^ which suggests a formal hendiadys 

alluding to a single source of law, sciL revelation (consisting of both Qur ân 
and Sunna).* The sunna elevated to the status of revelation was of course 
the prophetical Sunna, not the ‘living tradition’, and one might be par- 

^ Cf. Schacht, Origins, 133: post-Shâfi*î; lA. Introductioriy 120-3: designated ‘reiigious 
quaHiıcations’. 

* See Gerhardsson, Memoryy 303-5: for Romans 6 ; 17, and 309, 313; cf. references in 
Jastrow, Dictionary, 98, 349, 946. 

3 OrigınSy 224-5, ®sp. 224 n. 2; see above, pp. 160-3, and I, pp. 44-5. 

* Origins, 224-7, 191: examples foımd on 193-8, 204, 208, 210-13, 215, 218, 250-1, 
276-8, 279-80. 

5 The references to Qur*ân, OrigznSf 2, seem to me to be ambiguous. 

* Schacht, OrigtnSj 12, 14, 18, 19, e.g. 16: hikma as sunna, 135: *the two sources* 
(aşîân) and Shâfi*rs *lip-service to the overruling authority of the Koran, which he did 
not recognize in practice*; and cf. Shâfi'î, Risâla, 106-46, tr. Semaan, ‘Al-Nâsikh*, 11-29. 
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doned for asking just what evidence there is for supposing that prior to 
Shâfi'î ‘revelation’ meant exclusively the canonical text of scripture.^ 

Opposition to Shâfi'î was heterogeneous and widespread, and an 
important, but by no means the only, element drew its arguments from the 
text of scripture.^ Aphoristically formulated arguments like ‘the book 
explains everything* (e.g. Q. 6:154,12: m, 16: 89,17:12), or ‘thus speaks 
scripture’ and ‘any argument not based on scriptural proof is fallacious’, 
belong to the imagery of polemic and are not likely to have been uttered 
from positions unchallenged, or unless pleading a special case.^ What 
seems to be a merely formal recognition of scripture as source of authority: 
‘what is and/or is not found in Qur*ân and Sunna’, was characteristic not 
only of Shâfi'î but also of his predecessors, e.g. Abû Yûsuf, and the same 
formula was employed to justify recourse to analogy h At that stage in the 
development of halakhah resort to strictly textual exegesis was rare indeed, 
e.g. a varia lectio Q. 65: 6.5 The use of scriptural passages like ‘There is a 
£ne example {ustoa haşana) for you in the Messenger of God’ (Q. 33: 21) 
may be understood as nothing more than the obverse of ‘scripture ex- 
plains everything' argumentation, both of which exhibit dispute about 
sources, not merely methods.^ 

Now, it has more than önce been found convenient to distinguish 
between the textual relation of law to scripture and their historical relation 
to one another. In studies of the Judaic tradition such distinction per- 
mitted the assertion that ‘In many cases it is quite certain that the Halakhah 
antedates the scriptural proof by which it is propped up \7 In the Müslim 
tradition a parallel distinction was often and intentionally obliterated by 
secondary and pseudo-historical conciusions of the kind noticed above in 
Muqâtirs dating of the divine decrees respectively for Holy War, the 
Profession of Faith, Ritual Prayer, and Almsgiving.^ This version of 
the matter, dependent upon a chronology generated by the story of the 
prophet’s exile {hijra) from Mecca, reflected a working premiss not unlike 
that expressed in the Talmudic formula “’POö ıTSVn.® But while the 
paideutic function of that and related premisses recommended their 
employment in the description of Islamic origins, the haggadic version 
proved ultimately something of an embarrassment. The reactions of the 

* Schacht, OriginSy 58-81, 149 : Shafi^i’s ignorance of that particular tradition equating 
Sunna and Qur*ân is hardly reîevant, save possibly as evidence that connection of both 
with the prophet required stili to be articulated; see above, I pp. 51-2, II pp. 56-7. 

* Schacht, Origins, 224, 258-9, but also 40-52; for several significant sources of *non- 
Quranic* opposition. 

5 See above, p. 162. 

* Schacht, Origins, 28-30, 101-6, 119, 122; and see above, pp. 166-7. 

5 Schacht, Origins, 225, 231-2. * Schacht, Origins, 34, 53, 253-4. 

’ Strack, Introduction, lo; cf. also Gerhardsson, Memory, 83 and the references nn, 1-2. 

® See above, pp. 170-1: Tafsîr, MS BM Or. 6333, 93^ 

® Bacher, Terminologie i, 42, ii, 54-5; see above, II pp. 56—7. 
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halakhists were summarized by Suyûtî in the form of t:wo complementary 
principles: material of which the regulative content was effective prior to 

its revelation(<u5^ ^ U) and material revealed prior to its 

becoming effective (aJjyj ^ -u 5 Csw U).* The halakhic relevance of 

the latter principle was secondary to its historical function in establishing 
a chronology of revelation, by means of wh!ch the arbitrary assignment of 
Quranic versesrespectively to Mecca and to Medina might be lent a degree 
of consistency, if not always of plausibility. Thus, the scriptural props for 
decrees relating to Almsgiving, Fasting, Holy War, and Ritual Prayer were 
regarded as belonging to the earliest stages of Muhammad^s prophetical 
experience {sciL Meccan), though their regulative content {hukm) was not 
enforced until the Müslim community had been founded at Medina. 
Revelation {nuzüt) of that şort was described as containing a divine promise 
{wa'd)^ and may be compared to evidence of the prophetical vaticinatio in 
the Muhammadan evangeliurriy e.g, Q. 30: 1-4.^ 

Rather more important for juridical purposes was the first principle, 
according to which ordinances already established and effective were 
ratified by revelation. Examples adduced by Suyûtî were Ablutions and 
Almsgiving, both of which were known and practised before their Quranic 

attestation; aJ dJjS J.J 

aj lx^tj 

The operative terms are malümy matlüwltilâway and ta^kid, which appear 
respectively to signify; promulgated/published (made known), articulated/ 
articulation in scripture, and corroboration/ratification. Not specified here 
are the source and mode of legislation prior to articulation in and ratifi- 
cation by scripture. Of such material the greater quantity by far never was 
articulated in scripture {wahy matlüv))^ but was none the less regarded as 
revelation {v)ahy ghayr matlûwjwahy marmy). The distinction betvveen 
Quranic and non-Quranic revelation is one to Avhich I have several times 
alluded: both were the 'vvord of God (kalâtn allâh) and, hence, of identical 
authority.'^ The distinguishing element itşelf was purely formal: tilâzoa is a 
synonym of tpır^ân, in the generic sense of recitation.^ The term might be 
used of recitation in prayer, as mode of deliveıy, and by antonomasia of the 
canonical revelation. For the halakhists there was and could be no material 
difference between that which was recited as gur^ân and that which was 
transmitted as sunna of the prophet. Tilâtva Avas in fact a reference to 
‘status as scripture*, that which with the canonization of revelation could 
in fact be found in the document, and may not be interpreted as indication 


* İtçân^ nav)* 12: i, 104-6. 

5 Itçdn i, 106 citing Ibn IJişâr. 
s See GdQ i, 258, iii, 144 n. 5. 


* See above, pp. 144-5, and II pp. 69-70. 

^ Suyûtî, Itqân i, 127-8, iv, 174. 
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of contrasting modes of transmissioa (oral and written) analogous to 
Rabbinic terminology.^ The significant parallel between the Judaic and 
Müslim traditions was insistence upon a single source of legislation, which 
was divine. 

Verses of regulative content, but not including the many non-prescrip- 
tive passages which might be adduced as loci probantes by the halakhists, 
make up approximately one-sixth of the Qur’ân. More than half of these 
are foımd in sûras 2-9, though material of potentially legal application is 
scattered throughout the book in no discemible pattem of distribution. 
Explicit reference to the commandments of God {hudüd allak) is rare and 
unsystematic, e.g. Q. 2: 187 (fasting), 2: 229-30 (divorce), 4: 13-14 
(verses 1-12 concem testamentary matters), 9: 97 (on the treachery of 
bedouin in contractual obligations), 9: 112 (paraenesis, but related to the 
foregoing), 58: 4 (verses 1-4: divorce), 65: ı (divorce). The technical term 
hadd in penal law is thus only symbolically related to the scriptural hudüd,^ 
More important than hudüd, and not restricted to penal law, was the 
hermeneutical concept muhkam, related from the time of Muqltil to the 
general prescriptions in Q. 6: 151-3 and by Mâturidî to both Q. 6; 151-3 
and 17: 22-39.3 Designation of these two passages as the Quranic ‘Deca- 
logue*'^ is thus not quite so fanciful as Obermann appears to have believed, 
though a verse-by-verse correspondence is not redly justified.s But if the 
principle contained in muhkam offered a theoretical point of departure for 
both halakhic and masoretic exegesis, the finding of specific and useful 
juridical material (hukmlahkâm) in the text of scripture was in practice 
frustrated by the absence of an unambiguous and ımcontradictory historical 
framework. Solutions to the problems resulting from that condition were 
sought, and for the most part found, by imposing upon the document of 
revelation a chronological stencil. Historical order could thus be intro- 
duced into what was essentially literary chaos. 

To that end the primary device employed was description of the circum- 
stances of revelation {asbâb al-nuzûl, but also mawâtin, awqât, toâqVât, 
akkbâr), I have touched upon the incidence of its haggadic application, in 
which concern for the narratio was paramount.*^ Elaboration and refine- 
ment of the technique were the work of the halakhists. An instructive 

^ See Goİdziher, Studien ii, 194-202; in Rabbinic terminology stress was anyway on 
mode of delivery rather than of transmission, see Strack, Introduction, 12-20. 

* Cf. Schacht» Origins, 126, 191, 208-10. 

3 Muqâtil, Tafiir, MS H. Hüsnü 17, 35''; see above, p. 149; Mâturidî, MS Medine 
179, ıı6’^-77\ 

* e.g. Hirschfeld, Researches, 81-2; Speyer, Erzâhlungen, 305-10; Goitein, ‘Birth-hour*, 
m. Sîudies, 132; Katsch, Jt/daîsm, 152. 

5 Obermann, ‘Ağada*, 38 n. 2; to contend that the only Quranic occurrence of cove- 
nant {mîtkâq) with allusion to B. Israeİ is Q. 2: 83 is arbitrary and irrelevant: the Mosaic 
context of both Q. 6: 151-3 and 17: 22-39 is quite clear. 

6 See above, pp. 141-2, and I pp. 38, 41. 
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summary of that process may be read in SuyütL^ A considerable portion of 
the discussion was devoted to the precision of temporal and spatial occasions 
of revelation, from which emerges an unmistakable impression of arbitrary, 
if not irresponsible, assignment.^ For most of the loci probantes there 
adduced, non-regulative and hence halakhically neutral, the epithets 
‘Meccan’ and ‘Medinan^ were not even mutually exclusive. For regulative 
material the contrast specific:general [khâşş\'âmm) proved of some value 
in distinguishing just which of many possible verses represented the first 
and particular enactment of a decree {awail makhşüşajy e.g. for Holy War 
{qitâl)y dietary laws, prohibition of wine, etc.^ And further difîerentiation 
was available. Quranic revelation was alieged to be of two kinds: spon- 
taneous {ihtidadan), or in response to an event or a query i^agiba wâqıa aw 
suâl), Application and reference of the latter were not, however, limited to 
the particular event or query which had inspired them: the operative 
distinction was found to lie between particularity of cause {khuşüş al-sahab) 
and generality of expression Çumüm al-lafz)A But the arbitrary character 
even of this ruling becomes apparent in a discussion of the elative aUatgâ in 
Q. 92: 17 ‘He "vvho is (the) most pious shall be spared*. Desire to restrict 
that reference to Abû Bakr provoked some very dogmatic observations on 
the grammatical function of the definite article.^ The agreed general 
chronology of revelation (twenty to twenty-five years divided approxi- 
mately between Mecca and Medina) generated yet a further distinction 
between ‘cause of* revelation {sahab) and ‘report about’ revelation {khabar ): 
an example was Sûra 105 and the story of God*s protection of the Meccan 
sanctuary.^ Even that technique, which could be applied to ali Quranic 
data on God’s earlier interventions in history, \vas susceptible of modifi- 
cation: the reported miracle must be seen to have a cause, which was God’s 
bestowal of His word upon His prophet, whether or not the latter was 
identifîed. The khabar was thus also a sababJ Moreover, a single verse 
might have had several causes/occasions of revelation, e.g. both Q. 9: 113 
and 16:126 could each be traced to three separate events, vv^ell spaced in the 
career of Muhammad and hence both Meccan and Medinan: ^ 

JjjJt oJut. Recognition of that possibility was naturally 

exploited to explain the phenomenon of repetition (takrâr) in the docu- 
ment of revelation.^ 

Now, it ought to be clear from this summary of methods pertinent to 

* İtçârty anwĞ* 1-15: i, 22-115, drawing extensively upon the classical work of Wâhidî 
(d. 468/1076), GAL i, 411-12, Suppl. I, 730-1, Kitâb Asbâh aî-nuzûl. 

* Itqdny anwâ* ı-8: i, 22-81; see above, pp. 126-7. 

^ Itqân i, 74-6. 4 ltqân i, 82, 85. 

ltqĞn i, 90; see above, I pp. 42-3. 

’ See *Abd al-Jabbâr, Tanzîh al-Qur'âny 480; and above, 11 pp. 73-4. 

® Itqân i, 95-6, 102-3. 


5 Itqân i, 87. 
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Quranic chronology that the historical value of such raaterial is restricted. 
A single criterion, articulated by Wâhidi, found general acceptance: valid 
reports about the occasions of revelation must be based upon eye-witness 
accounts,^ With that statement the entire subject was subsumed under the 
general rubric Tradition, and its expression can be assessed only by 
reference to the standarda generally obtaining for evaluation of hadith 
literatüre. Production of that literatüre rested upon two convictions: that 
the reliability {thiqa) of a witness could be known, and that for such 
continuity of transmission {isnâd) could be established. The manner in 
which that was accomplished in the field of legal traditions was described 
by Schacht.^ That so-called ‘historicar traditions came into existence in 
precisely the same way as legal ones is clear from examples like those 
pertaining to the marriage of the prophet to Maymûna.^ It seems at least 
doubtful whether for exegetical {tafsir) traditions a different origin can be 
claimed. That these exhibited a reaction to the undisciplined employment 
of subjective criteria in scriptural interpretation was proposed by Gold- 
ziher.'* From a purely formal point of view there is something to be said for 
that proposal, but from the point of view of substance, it may be observed 
that exegesis provided with formal isnââs can rarely be distinguished from 
that without. The supplying of isnâds, "vvhether traced to the prophet, to his 
companions, or to their successors, may be understood as an exclusively 
formal innovation and cannot be dated much before 200/815. That 
Shâfi'î’s stringent standards with regard to prophetical hadîths were not 
applied in the fields of history and exegesis is an impression derived from 
a wholly artificial classification of their contents. The substance of history, 
of exegesis, and of law was identical: its degree of attestation depended 
upon the particular use being made of it. And the quality of isnâd {marfû\ 
muttaşilj mursalj maqîû\ ete.), too, varied for the same material according 
to its employment .5 Thefrequently adduced view that the text of revelation 
was easily understood by those who had witnessed its fîrst utterance, as 
well as by their immediate successors, but by later generations could not 
be, is in my opinion not merely ingenuous, but belied by the many stories 
of early efforts towards the interpretation of seripture associated with the 
figures of *Umar b. Khattâb and *Abdallâh b, *Abbâs. Whatever the reasons 
for production of those stories, it seems hardly possible that at the begin- 
ning of the third/ninth century the Müslim community had to be reminded 
of what it had önce known. Tafsir traditions, like traditions in every other 
field, reflect a single impulse: to demonstrate the Hijazi origins of İslam. 

The earliest extant work on the circumstances of the Quranic revelation 

* Apud Suyûtî, Itqân i, 89. ^ Origins^ 36-9, 163-75. 

3 Origins, 138-40. 153 * 

♦ Richtungen, 61-5: tafsir mançül {bil-ilnt) as against tafsîr bil-ra*y, 

5 Pace Horst, *Zur Überliefenmg*, 305-7; and cf. Birkeland, Müslim Opposition, 28-42. 
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is ascribed to Ibn Shihâb Zuhri (d. 124/742) and entitled Tanzîl al- 
Çur^ân,^ The ascription is arbitrary, but need not mislead: the recension is 
that of the Şûfî exegete Sulamî (d. 412/1021)^ and in complete accord with 
the later accepted tradition on the chronological order of süras, shorn of the 
subtIeties appropriate to scholastic discussion of the subject, and even of 
recognition that a single sûra might contain material of both Meccan and 
Medinan origin. On that particular point the author was revealingiy 

f 

explicit: ajCo The number of sûras 

assigned to Mecca is 85 and to Medina 29,*^ and the internal order corre- 
sponds to that of Suyûtî’s third list.^ For the history of Quranic exegesis 
this bald statement of fact circulated in the name of Zuhrî is quite with- 
out value. The tsnâd is any^ay defective and the last authority but Zuhrî, 
one Walîd b. Muhammad Muqarî, was considered matrük al~hadîthfi 

More important for the study of both tafsîr traditions and asbâb aUnuzül 
is the ‘Kitâb Tafsîr’, inciuded as-^apter 54 in the Şahîh of Müslim (d. 
261/875).^ That very brief treatise consists entirely of witness to the 
occasions of revelation for sixteen Quranic verses, traced to the authority of 
'Â’isha, ^Umar, Abû Hurayra, and Ibn *Abbâs, with general mention of 
sûras, 8, 9, 59, and of the prohibition of wine. Reference to abrogation 
{naskh)^ the only reason for halakhic interest in the chronological order of 

revelation, is explicit: Ibn 'Abbâs declared that Q. 4: 93 

IJujCu was the last to have been revealed and had thus not 
beenabrogated: U U a discussion 

of whether 0*5:3 (dietary laws) had been revealed about the Jews, *Umar 
asserted his authority on the grounds that he knew ali of the asbâb aU 
nuzül.^ Ibn Mas'üd dated the revelation of Q. 57: 16 by reference to his 
own conversion four years earlier.^® Muslim’s material contains the 
premisses but not the arguments of halakhic exegesis: the chapter is 
fragmentary and badly organized, and may owe its very existence to the 
author’s recognition that in a collection of traditions a fevv^ on the subject 
of scriptural exegesis wouId not be out of place. From that admittedly 
conjectural reading of the evidence one might conciude that for tradition- 
ists, even after the canonical text of revelation had been estabhshed, the 
Qur’ân was merely one topic among many requiring the formal embel- 

* i, 283. * i, 671-4, 3 Zuhrî, Tanzîl al^Çur^âttf ^2. 

* Duplication of Sûra 7 and absence of Sûra 33, copyist’s errors, are remarked by the 
editör, 30 n. ı, 

5 Itgân i, 26-7; reproduced GdQ i, 59-60. * Cf. Goldziher, Studîen iî, 144. 

7 GAS i, 136-43; Şafttfı viii, 237-46. 

* Müslim, Şa^ viü, 241; adduced by Suyûtî, ltqân i, 80, among a number of equally 
well-attested candidates for that honour. 

’ Müslim, 238. 

*0 Müslim, 243. 
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lishment of hadith, The hypothesis might be thought corroborated by 
the treatment of tafsîr in other collections of traditions. 

In the Sahih of Bukhâri (d. 256/870) the ‘Kitab Tafsîr’ (chapter 65) 
occupies a prominent position.^ In the corpus of 475 traditions every 
Quranic sûra received some attention from the author, if only in the form of 
a siraple lexical identification on the authority of Mujâhid or Ibn 'Abbâs, of 
one of the latter’s disciples, or occasionally without citation of any author¬ 
ity at all.2 Bukhârî’s lexicology could be described either as decidedly 
primitive or as presupposing a long tradition in the course of which Stan¬ 
dard Solutions to majör problems had crystallized and no longer required 
authentication. Whichever of the altematives is more likely, the presence of 
such material in a collection assembled to demonstrate the importance of 
traditional authority does not inspire confidence.^ A popular etymology for 
the name Gabriel, adduced from Tkrima ad Q. 2: 97, deserves notice: 

<UJİ Jal This was followed by a tradition from Anas 

on the ‘rabbinical test of prophethood’, here put to Muhammad by ‘Abdallâh 
b. Salâm .5 Q. 2: 31 became a peg for asserting, by means of a Purgatory 
motif, the rank in heaven of Muhammad above ali other prophets.* Ad 
Q. 2: 136 Abû Hurayra was cited for the prophet’s prescription on the 
proper conduct of Muslims towards Jews .7 Q, 2: 183 a hadîth from 
'Abdallâh b. *Umar announced the substitution of Ramadan for the earlier 
pagan Arab fast {sic) of *Ashürâ\® Ad Q. 17: 85 definition of the Spirit 
{rüh) was related to the Jews.^ The entire passage on Sürat al~Kahf was 
devoted to the story of Müsâ and Khidr (Q. 18: 60-82), \vith special con- 
cem for the identity of Müsâ.^*^ Bukhârî’s exegetical raethod was, in brief, 
predominantly haggadic, and the absence of anecdotal material for such 
popular passages asQ. 30:1-4, 85: 21-2,and Sûra 105,must be regarded as 
fortuitous. The essential difference between Bukharî and the haggadists is 
the insertion of appropriate isnâds, many of which, however, were carried 
no further than to a successor (e.g. Mujâhid). The occasional intrusion of 
an element specifically halakhic or masoretic may be noted: e.g. whether 
the ‘compensation clause’ with regard to fasting in Q. 2: \^^{fidya ta'âm 
miskin) had or had not been abrogated; whether the waiting period {yidda) 
for divorced and/or widowed women was regulated by Q. 2: 234 or by 
2: 232; the relative merits of the variants an yatîawwaf znd alla yattazoîvaf 
in Q. 2:158; explanation of lakinnâ in Q. 18: 38 as lâkin and, produced 
by a combination of elision (hadhf) and ^similation (idghâm). * ^ Observations 


* GAS i, 115-34; ed. ili, 193-390- 
3 See below, pp. 216-19. 

® See above, pp. 122-6. 

^ Bukhâri, 197. 

’ Bukhâri, 275; see above, pp. 125, 128. 

” Bukhâri, 202, 207, 200, 276, respectİvely. 


* Cf. Birkeland, The Lord guideth, 40. 

* Bukhâri, ŞahUınit 196. 
* Bukhâri, 194-5; see above, pp. 172-3. 
® Bukhâri, 201-2 (variant: Quraysh). 
Bukhâri, 277-82; see above, pp. 128. 



i82 OURANIC STUDİES 

on the occasions of revelation are circumstantial only, and never explicit 
as in Muslim’s Sahih. 

What must be regarded as the raison d^etre of tafdr traditions in the 
majör collections was most clearly formulated in the ‘Kitâb Tafsîr’ of 
Tirmidhi (d. 279/892), as chapter 44 of his Şahıh.^ While the material 
itself is haggadic and for the most part identical to that adduced by 
Bukhârî, the chains of transmission are not only more complete, but each 
provided with comraent on its degree of acceptability (e.g. şahih^ haşatı^ 
gharib). Explicit reference to the purpose of that exercise was set out in an 
introductory paragraph, in which is stressed the danger of subjective 
exegesis {tafsîr bil-ra^y) and, convereely, the necessity of authoritative 
tradition Coverage of the text of scripture is not complete (unlike 

Bukhârî), though adequate up to Sûra 75 (a total of twenty-one süras was 
not provided with comment). For verses containing a crux interpretuniy 
0 - 3 ^ 7 ) altemative isnada vitrt adduced.^ Verses traditionally em- 
ployedas pegs for anecdote, like Q. 17; ı, 18: 60-82, 30; 1-4, were treated 
as in Bukhârî, perhaps even more generously.'^ References to the ashâb al- 
nuzûl are, as in the latter, merely implicit and circumstantial. Allusion to the 
instrument of abrogation is explicit for the qibla controversy, e.g. Q. 2: 115 
and 134.5 Of textual exegesis there is virtually none, save for the variants 
an and alla ad Q. 2: 158.5 Lexical explanation resembles that of Bukhârî, 
but is sporadic and not, as in the latter, adduced in concentration at the 
beginnings of süras. Chapters on thatoab al-Qur*ân and qiraât in Tirmidhî 
(nos. 42, 43), like the chapter on fadffil al-Qurân in Bukhârî (no. 66), 
attest to a view of scriptural studies somewhat more sophisticated than that 
displayed by their contemporary Müslim, but at the same time exhibit 
rather more of cliche and stereotype formulation. 

The rhetorical analysis of hadiîh literatüre, as contrasted with its 
exploitation for legal, historical, and sociological purposes, has attracted 
very littie scholarly attention. Two studies in particular deserve mention: 
Vajda, ‘Juifs et Musulmans selon le hadîF (1937); and Stetter, Topoi und 
Schemata im Hadît (1965), The most signifîcant feature of that literatüre, 
signalled by both Vajda and Stetter, is its schematic formulation. Employ- 
ment of much circumstantial and ‘naturalistic’ detail, judged also by 
Schacht as indicative of fictive situations,^ tends to fail into recognizable 
and even predictable patterns. For example, emphasis upon the pastoral 
simplicity of Jâhiliyya and early İslam, accompanied by unsubtIe humour 
at the expense of bedouin manners, attention to every aspect of the 
prophet’s personality, and recurrent use of expressions impiying intimate 

* GAS i, I 54 “ 9 ; cd. xi, 67-xii, 264. * Tirmidhî, Şakîh xi, 67-8. 

3 Tirmidhî, xi, 114-20; see above, pp. 149-53, 

^ Tirmidhî, xi, 290-3, xii, 2-13, 66^2, respectively. 

5 Tirmidhî, xi, 79-88, esp. 80. 

’ Schacht, OrigînSy 156. 


^ Tirmidhî, xi, 90. 
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recollection (e.g. and Jl» U-J) are of such regularity as to 

suggest a common pool of narratıve ingredients.* That circumstantial de- 
scription might also contam elements of halakhic value, in particular refer- 
ences (explicit and implicit) to time and place, must be acknowledged. But 
the very ubiquity of both motif and formula is significant. The hadüh litera¬ 
türe reflects both form and substance not only of juridical concern with the 
actions and utterances of the prophet of İslam and with the contents of the 
Quranic revelation, but also of its haggadic (narrative and historical) ex- 
pression in «ra, tnaghâzî, and ayyâtn. The presence of isnâds as halakhic 
embellishment is, from the point of view of literary criticism, a superfluity. 
The substance of Bukhârî, Müslim, and Tirmidhî is that of Mııqâtil, Ibn 
Ishâq, Sufyân, and KalbL It is also that of the entire exegetical tradition, 
excluding the masoretic literatüre, up to and inciuding Suyûtî. 

A single illustration in place of many: a flagrant tendency discerned by 
Vajda in the hadîth literatüre was the transposition of anti-Jewish elements 
of Islamic prescription into the category of superseded Jâhilî custom. One 
example was designation of *Ashûrâ’ not as a Jewish, but as an ancient 
Arabian practice.^ Others 'were abolition of tlıe custom of public lamenta- 
tion at funeral processions and of abstention from sexual intercourse 
during menstruation, both identified with pagan Arab practice.^ The 
incidence in haggadic exegesis of that kind of transposition, by which the 
roles of Arabian Jewry and Quraysh were exchanged or combined or 
otherwise blended, has been described.^ The ultimate value of the tech- 
nique was doctrinal; its origin, however, was polemic, not quite effaced 
from the memory of the Müslim community even in the third/ninth 
century. 

The several ways in which the halakhists employed tafsîr traditions may 
be seen in three kinds of exegetical literatüre: ahkâm (prescription), 
ikhtilâf{âis^vXt)y and naskh (abrogation). While the scope of each extended 
beyond exclusively midrashic exploitation of the text of scripture, it is with 
that procedure in particular that I am concerned. The extrapolation of law 
from revelation was, in the Müslim community as in others organized on 
similar theocratic principles, a tortuous and interminable process.^ Ex- 
ceptions to the accord and harmony symbolized in the notion of consensus 
secured recognition in the complementary notion of permitted areas of dis- 
pute. For very few problems was there ever a final solution or even a set of 
agreed scriptural references. Prescriptions relating to Holy War are a case 
in point. For Jaşşâş the obligation to fight in the way of God was derived 

* Stetter, Topoi und Schematüy 4-34. 

2 Vajda, ‘Juifs et Musulmans', 122-3; Bukhârî, Şahîh iii, 201-2; see above, p. 181. 

^ Vajda, ‘Juifs et Musulmans’, 78 n. ı and 69-75, respectively. 

See above, pp. 122-7, II pp. 62-3, 70-3. 

5 e.g. Rabin, Oumrariy 82-94, 95-111. 
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not from Q. 2: 216 (as for Muqâtil) but from Q. 2: 190 J 

^ <011 Üİ İJJ^‘ Vj aül in which was 

stressed the exclusively defensive character of combat imposed upon 
Muslims.* Precluded by its terms were thus non-combatants, such as 
women, children, and htrımtslmoT)ks{ruhbânlaşhâb aUşatvâmV), A different 
qualification was that made between infidels (mushrikûn) and scriptuaries 
{ahi al-kitâh) as liable, by divine decree, to attack by believers. Of the 
four verses (Q. 2: 191 and 4; 91, 4: 89 and 9: 5) adduced to support the 
progression from defensive to offensive warfare and from selected targets 
to a general declaration of hostility to non-Muslims, Q. 9: 5 became the 
scriptural prop of a formulation designed to cover any and ali situations 
which might arise between the Müslim community and its enemies, 
and inciuded lingering compunctions about clauses attaching to the 
sacred months {ashhur hurum) and the sanctuary at Mecca {masjid haram). 
Called in the exegetical tradition the sword-verse {âyat al-sayf), Q. 9: 5 

(jl (jU JS" IjAa 3 İj 

(^J JJ^ achieved a quite extraordinary status in the elaboration of 

Islamic jurisprudence, asthe allegedabrogantof 124 Quranic verses.^ These 
inciuded ali passages in scripture which could be interpreted as recom- 
mending leniency(fö/A w^a:-'a/rü; cf. Q. 2: 109, 5: 13) towards unbelievers, 
The range and variety of such were equally extraordinary, at least as set 
out in what became the classical work on Quranic abrogation, the Kitâb 
aUnâsihh wal~mansûkh of Hibatallâh (d. 4io/ıoi9).3 The ubiquity of the 
abrogant âyat al-sayf in that treatise suggests that it was not the law of 
Holy War at ali, but the presence of legislative repeal in the text of scrip¬ 
ture which was being argued.'^ But Hibatallâh represented the final stage of 
halakhic exegesis, in which general conciusions could be advanced without 
authorities and shom of scholastic justification. A century earlier Nahhâs 
(d. 338/950)5 had observed that âyat al-sayf, at least with regard to the 
treatment of prisoners of war, was itself abrogated by Q. 47: 4, the view of 
Haşan Başn and others.^ Some, on the other hand, held that the opposite 
was true; the Icmtncy of Q. 47: 4 had been abrogated by Q. 9: 5. Nahhâs 
himself argued that neither had been repealed, that both verses were 
muhkamât (sic, cf. Q. 22: 52) since they were not mutually exclusive, and 
that decision on the treatment of prisoners lay with the imâm. That view 
•was supported by several traditions on the action of the prophet during the 

^ Ahkâm al-Qur'ân i, 256—63: ‘Bâb Fard al-Jihâd*; see above, p. 170. 

* e.g. Ibn 'Arabi, apud Suyûtî, Itqân iiİ, 69. ^ GAS i, 47-8. 

^ Hibatallâh, Kitâb al~ndsikh toaUmansûkhy 29, 37, 38, 51, and passim, esp. 53-88 for 
sûras n—54, most of whîch could boast only one verse abrogated; see below, pp. 196-7. 

5 GAS i, 49. 6 Nabhâs, Kitâb al-nâsikh zval-mansûkhf 165-6. 
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^ conquest of Mecca. Much later Ibn "Arabî, in whose discussion the general 
status of âyat al-sayfzs abrogant attributed to him by Suyütî is in fact not 
found, employed the instrument of khâşşfamm to demonstrate that 
although the specific reference of Q. 9: 5 was to pagan Arab idolaters 
(^aUd lü-wathan), the verse was generally valid for ali who rejected God’s 
message, whether during the sacred months or tvithin the Meccan sanc- 
tuaryJ 

The employment of tafsîr traditions in the ahkâm literatüre was not 
limited to precision of juridical niceties. For Q. 3: 200 

4İ1İ \yj\j \jhi\jj adducedby both Muqâtil 

and Mâlik in the spirit of general paraenesis, Jaşşâş adduced two utterances 
of the prophet equating ribât for the sake of God with the virtue deriving 
from fasting and prayer.^ But the primary purpose of such traditions 
was halakhic: to render explicit that which was seldom more than 
implicit in the text of scripture, by establishing a specific historical con- 
text for the revelation in question. In the much-disputed problem of 

reference in Q. 5: 33 J *UJİ üjJjbnJ tJ) 

jî jî üî bbJ 

Jaşşâş provided two haditks: one from Ibn 'Abbâs applying the verse to 
polytheists {mushrikün)y and another from Ibn 'Umar identifying ‘those 
hostile to God and His prophet’ as the elan of B. 'Urayna ('Uraniyyûn).^ 
Summing up the evidence (there are several additional hadiths from Ibn 
‘Abbâs, conflietiftg and with difîerent isnâds) as ofîering a choice betvveen 
polytheists and apostates, Jaşşâş found himself constrained to reject both 
on the grounds that whatever the occasion of the revelation, its semantic 
content was clear: reference was to ali transgressors of God’s law. The 
principle thus enunciated was that juridical application could not be based 
upon an ‘occasion’ (presumably a historical accident) but only upon the 

general validity of the scripturalexpression: Uilj Ujûü V 6 *!^ 

Jilül The manner in which this kind of argument cut 

aeross earlier exegetical method based on the chronological arrangement of 
scripture emerges from a comparison of Jaşşâş with Abü 'Ubayd, who re- 
ported that the incident involving B. ‘Urayna had taken place in the 
early years of İslam (/r awwal al~islâtn) before the revelation of these pre- 
seriptions {gabla an tunazzal al~hudüd)^ and that according to Ibn ‘Abbâs (!) 

* Ibn 'Arabi, Ahkâm al-Qur*ân i, 369*^0, 

2 Ahkâm al-Qurân ii, 45: the metaphorical extension of that concept, from ribât 
aUkhayI to ribât aî-nafSy generated some interestîng pseudo-history in medieval North 
Africa, see Norris, ‘Origins of the Ahnoravid movement*, 255-68, esp. 263-5. 

3 Ahkâm al~Qur*ân ii, 406-8. * JaŞŞâş, loc. cit.; see above, p. 178. 
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the contents of Q. 5: 33 left the precise punishment of transgressors to the 
discretion of the imâm.^ Now, the chronological relationship between that 
particular event and the revelation repealing the prophetical Sunna based 
upon it is anything but obvious. Undated in the Sîra and fixed at Shawwâl 
6/February-March 628 by Wâqidî, the affair of B. 'Urayna appears to have 
been one of several movable feasts in the early Islamic calendar.^ Itsassign- 
ment to the earliest period of prophetical activity by Abû *Ubayd and to a 
much later date by Wâqidî was evidence of concern not with its historical 
truth, but with its juridical value. 

The implications of Q. 5: 33 were never unanimously clarified, though 
that could hardly have been for want of effort. As an appendix to the 
sections on jihâd ^.ndjizya in his Ikhtilâf al-fuqahâ\ Taban adduced in his 
treatment of the subject a degree of consensus on Identification of the 
muhârib as sinner (fâsig) rather than as infidel (kâfir), but added that the 
protected non-Muslim (dhitnmi) was also liable to the ahkâm al-muhâribin^ 
since transgression was tantamount to violation of a treaty.^ It was further 
stipulated that the affair of B. ^Urayna had taken place before revelation of 
Q* S • 33 > aiid that that was juridically relevant. The sophisticated logic of 
Jaşşiş’s argument had presumably not yet been formulated/ The ahkâm 
al-muhâribîn are the subject also of a short treatise tentatively, but in- 
correctly, ascribed to 'Ata Khurasâni (d. i 2 ^İ 7 S 7 )*^ the work, 

contained in seven folios inserted at the beginning of MS Ahmet III, 310,^ 
represents a post-Tabari stage of ikhtilâfi Considerable attention was 
devoted to the circumstances in Avhich 0.5: 33-4 had been revealed, and a 
series of traditions adduced, claiming ‘some group of ahi al-kitâb who had 
broken their covenant with the prophet’ (sic), of B. Qurayza when they had 
planned to assassinate the prophet, or (unspecified) infidels, or finally, B» 
'Urayna."^ Whether the scriptural passage could be held to have abrogated 
the prophetical sunna explicit in the B. 'Urayna tradition depended upon 
the identification of muhârib (enemy) with mMrtûdd(apostate), an equation 
for which corroboration might be found in the reference to tawba (con- 
trition) in Q. 5: 34. For the author of that treatise consensus doctorum 
seemed to support the identification, and the reraainder of the text is 

* See above, p. 150: Kitâb al-nâsikh wal-mansükhy MS Ahmet III, 143, 94'^-6^ 

* Cf. Jones, ‘Chronology*, 253, 279. 

^ Tabarî, Kitâb Ikhtilâf al-fuqahâ*y 242-9: an example of analogy by ta*îıl, see above, 
pp. 167-8. 

* That the proper concern of the İawgiver was with general principles rather than with 
specific circumstances (inferable, after ali, by analogy and other hermeutic devices), had 
been articulated in both Hellenistic and Rabbinic legal literatüre, see Daube, ‘Rabbinic 
methods’, 247-51. 

® GAS i, 33; MS Ahmet III, 310, 1-7. 

^ One of many copies of Qâdî 'lyâd, Kitâb aUShifâ*: no. 2733 in Karatay, Topkapt 
Sarayı Müzesi Kütüphanesi Arapça Yazmalar Kataloğuy ii, under which entry this in- 
sertion with separate pagination is not mentioned. 

^ MS Ahmet III, 310, 2'^"\ 
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devoted to defining transgression of the divine law {hudüd allâh) as con- 
sisting primarily in murder {qai[), theft {saraqa)y and banditry {qaf al- 
ianq), 

Two technical terms employed in Ahmet III, 310, and elsewhere in the 
ahkâmjikhtilâf literature(s), deserve notice. In discussion of the punish- 
ment which could be imposed upon the muMribf a problem was created by 
the options set out in Q, 5: 33; he was to be killed, or crucified, or have his 
hands and feet severed, or be banished. The choice might be left to the 
discretion of the imâm or based upon a precise definition of the culprit^s 
ofîence. Tabarî was stated to have preferred (murajjih) the latter, and that 
view was preferable {râjih) since it conformed to the text of scripture 
{huwa naşş al-âya)^ On the manner of crucifixion where such was deemed 
appropriate, the view of Shâfi'î was that the offender should be crucified 
alive and then killed on the cross, that being explicit in scripture (huwa 
U-azkar min al-âya) which recommended an exemplary punishment,^ 
Now, in neither instance does connection of râjih or azhar with the text of 
the verse in question indicate an obvious interpretation derived from the 
‘plain meaning' of scripture,^ From the syntax of Q. 5; 33 it was not quite 
possible to insist that the series of proposed punishments exhibited 
gradation according to the nature of the offence, or that the notion of 
‘exemplary’ punishment {matkula) was dominant. Limitation or exclusion 
of the imâm^s discretion and interpretation oijazâ^ (recompense) as deter- 
rent reflect substantial and sophisticated additions to the wording of 
scripture, and may be traced to the story of the prophet’s action in the 
affair of B. *Urayna. Employment of the term azhar (or zahir) was emotive, 
of râjih (or arjahjmarjüh) subjective or at best conjectural,'^ Halakhic use of 
tarjih for ‘preference of one of several options’ was a process justifiable only 
by resort to the abiding distinction between tnuhkam and mutashâbihy 
itself postulated as an integral characteristic of scripture.^ In more general 
exegetic usage tarjih was required to conform to the normative standards of 
analogy based upon juxtaposition of identical and similar passages.® In 
Ahmet III, 310 the terms zahir and râjih are synonymous and inter- 
changeable and, save for the very special usage of the Zahirî madhhab, 

such remained the practice in Müslim exegetical literatüre; J ^aiLkJli 

^ Worthy of mention is Maimonides’ use of 

zahirf with appeal to the text of scripture («öşş), in an exegetical context 

* MS Ahmet III, 310, 3% 4^ ^ MS Ahmet III, 310, 3^- 

3 See above, pp. 150-1, 152-3. 

^ A point insisted upon by Fakhr al-dîn Râzî, apud Suyûti, Itgân iii, 12. 

5 Itgân iii, 31-2, also citing Râzî; see above, pp. 151-2. 

^ Particularly for the masorah, see Suyûtî, Itgân i, 31, 58, 93-4, 229, and ii, 264, where 
a distinction bet\\'een tnarjüh and zahir may be thought scarcely discemible. 

’ Goldziher, Zahirken, 34 n. 4 citing JuwaynL 
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requiring even more imagination than the allocation of penalties in 
Q. 5: 33, namely, the messianic symbolism of Daniel y ~8 : *irıbn ‘TİDK nim 
The concept of ‘plain meaning^ was indeed a generous one. 

Whatever the îinguistic and logical assertions made about the ipsissima 
verba of scripture, halakhic exegesis turned upon the assumption of a 
chronological, and hence causal, relation between Qur’ân and (prophetical) 
Suıma. The question of priority, though hedged with qualification, was 
generally answered in favour of the latter. Jaşşâş, who had elsewhere dis- 
missed the occasion of revelation as irrelevant to interpretation of the 
Quranic text (in the case of B. 'Urayna and Q. 5; 33), admitted that in 
juridical matters the specific meaning {takJmş) of the Qur’ân could be 
determined by reference to a prophetical tradition, provided such was 
widely {min tariq al-tazvâtur) not sparsely attested {bi-akhbâr al-âhâd).^ The 
particular context of that declaration was the abrogation (naskk) of Q. 7: 3 

Cr* ^ by 59: 7 Uj Uj 

ajLp. Resort to Sunna was thus justified by Qur’ân, and the con- 
clusion drawn that for halakhah the prophet was of the same authority 
as the text of scripture: J AîU. The locution 

‘of a status with (=f like) Qur’ân* could be misleading: it is quite clear 
from the context that it was scripture being subjected to interpretation, an 
operation for which the hermeneutical instrument was tradition, in the 
form of words and deeds attributed to the prophet. These ’vvere preserved 
and transmitted with the çare prescribed for canonical revelation.^ 
References to the contrast litteratim transmission {riwâyajnaql bil-lafz): 
paraphrastic transmission {riwâyajnaql bil~mdna) may not be understood 
as allusion to mutually exclusive modes, but, rather, to a polemically 
formulated concern for the authority of the Quranic text.'^ Paraphrastic 
transmission was anyvvay, in the view of the halakhists, limited to utter- 
ances from the companions of the prophet (al-şahobd)^ an attitude which 
may indeed have had its origins with, but was not restricted to, the Zahirî 
madhhab.^ An indication of stringency in the transmission of Sunna may 
be seen in Abû 'Ubayd’s discussion of the prophet^s action in the affair 
of B. 'Urayna: the phrase ‘he put out their eyes with spikes (iron)^ was 
preserved in two versions exhibiting the purely phonological contrast 
samala.samaray to which the author remarked ‘in our opinion the correct 

version is samala^ 

* Teman, 80 lines 15-16. * Jaşşâş, Ahkam aUÇur'âniii, 28-9. 

3 e.g. Goldziher, Richtungen, 30. 

^ Pace Goldziher, op. cit. 34; id., Studien ii, 201, 242-3; and BlachĞre, Histoire iii, 
798 n. I; see above, pp. 176-7, I pp. 51-2. 

5 Goldziher, Zâhiriten, 33—4: on consensus 

6 Kitab al-nâsikh waî-mansûkh, MS Ahmet III, 143, 95^ 



PRINCIPLES OF EXEGESIS 


189 

For Ibn 'Arabî the problems relating to transmission of Sunna were 
clearly of polemical character.* His point of departure was the familiar 
charge against the Jews that they had altered God’s word, e.g. in Q. 2: 59 

^4) (^jJI H y» 1JIJ, referring specifically to hitta in the 

preceding verse (and Q. 7: 161), a much-disputed term thought to exhibit 
the malicious alteration of riHün (sin) into îlün (wheat; Arabic hinta).^ 
Whatever the historical background to that charge may have been, it was 
interpreted in the Müslim exegetical tradition as proving wilful distortion 
of a divine command. Ibn "Arabî’s argument was that if an act of "vvorship 
(taabbud) depended upon the actual expression {lafz) employed, there 
could then be no question of paraphrastic transmission. The latter was in 
any case an indulgence limited to the companions of the prophet, and only 
for non-liturgical formulations. Now, Q. 2: 59 (like 7: 162) is one of many 
Quranic passages assumed by exegetes to refer to a conscious and malicious 
distortion of the \vord of God.^ The three technical terms tabdil^ tahrife and 
kitmafiy employed to describe that procedure are amply attested in scrip- 
ture, each in a variety of contexts permitting association of the act “vvith 
written texts, and thus tantamount to forgery (e.g. Q. 10: 15, 4: 46, 2: 174, 
respectively). Haggadic embellishment of the charge turned mostly upon 
the absence from Hebrew scripture of proof-texts announcing the mission 
of Mııhammad, symbolized by the many stories connected with the 
Jewish convert to İslam Ka'b al-Ahbar.-^ No one in Medina was more 
familiar with the Torah than Ka'b, and in one account he specified ten 
Quranic verses (six of them concemed Abraham) which the Jews had 
allegedly erased from their scripture because they contained predictions of 

the advent of İslam: U 

For the halakhists recourse to tactics such as those was hardly adequate, 
and the accusation of forgery was gradually elaborated to inciude both 
textual alteration and exegetical error, the latter in the sense of intention- 
ally false interpretation. Intermediate and combined positions were also 
possible, and each had its origin in Judaeo-Muslim polemic.® The implica- 
tions for Quranic exegesis were articulated by Jaşşâş: the concept tahrif in 

Q. 5:13 ^ jjı 50 l was limited to interpretation {fd!wıl) of the 

kind which necessarily resulted from lack of or from arbitrary method, 

* Ahkâm aUOur'ân i, 10. 

2 See Hirschfeld, Researches, 107; Speyer, Erzahlungeny 337 ~ 8 : the discussion in 

Paret, Der Korartf 19-20 ad loc. 

3 See above, pp. 154-5; H PP- ^ 3 , 76. 

■* See above, II pp, 75-6; and Rabin, Qumran, 116, 118, 123-4. 

3 Perimann, ^Another Ka'b al-Ahbâr story*, 4^58. 

^ See Steinschneider, Poîemische Literatür^ 320-2, 392; Goldziher, 'Polemik', 345, 
364—72; Schreiner, *Zur Geschichte*, 599-601, 613-14, 626-8, 634-5, 640-7; Hirschfeld, 
‘Mohammedan criticism', 222-40. 
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e.g. elucidation of the mutashâbihât without reference to the muhkamât. 
Tahrif in the specific sense of alteration {taghyirjtaghayyur) could not be 
applied to any text whose attestation and transmission were derived from 
widespread authority {istifâdajtawâtur\ since that would diminish and 
even cancel the value of ali tradition.^ The semantic position thus defined 
for tahrif was rather more constructive than one from which merely 
abusive assaults on the integrity of Hebrew scripture could be made and, 
not unexpectedly, generated a more sophisticated polemic. For charges of 
maliciously false interpretation (!) levelled at one another by communities 
sharing a set of scriptures were a commonplace of sectarian strife.^ That 
the quality of invective elaborated there might serve as model for dispute 
about the content of another scripture seems not unreasonable: the 
language of polemic is remarkably uniform. But in a primarily consonantal 
text interpretation might easily involve argument about variants in the 
received tradition, for 'vvhich of course tahrif as textual ‘alteration’ could 
prove a convenient tag. It will, however, be useful to remember that the 
existence of textual variants presupposed rather than prefigured divergent 
interpretations .3 

The actual condition of the textus receptus could always be justified, and 
even turned to advantage. For example, absence of the başmala at the 
beginning of Sürat al-Baraa caused Ibn ‘Arabi to observe not only that 
the unity of subject-matter in Süras 8 and 9 had naturally (and logically) 
preduded insertion of the formula, but also that such was proof of the 
divine origin of analogy/ His argument was that the similarity {tashbih) of 
the two süra^ had, in the absence of specific textual indication {^inda 'adm 
al-naşş), caused the companions of the prophet (!) to resort to analogical 
juxtaposition {gtyâs al-shabah) of the two originally separate revelations. 
That solution is less far-fetched than Nöldeke—Schwally appeared to 
believe, as ought to be clear from the use made of verses from both sûras 
in discussion of the prescriptions for Holy War .5 Not only analogy, but ali 
other methods of demonstrative proof {sâHr durüb al-istidlâl) could, in the 
opinion of Jaşşaş, be derived from the text of scripture.^ Designation of the 
book as ‘clarification of ali things’ {tibyân li-kull shayi*) constituted an 
invitation to the exercise of logic, permissible in the absence of explicit 

answers in Qur’ân and Sımna, or of consenstıs: L 5 o^ ^ lil 

* Ahkâm al-Qur*ân ii, 398-9. 

^ For Qumran and the Karaites, see Wieder, Scrollsy 135-53, 161-3; and cf. e.g. Jere- 
miah 23: 36. 

3 See below, pp. 202-8. 

■* Ahkâm al-^rân i, 366 ad loc.; cf. GdQ ii, 79-81. 

* e.g. in Taharî, Kitâb IkhtiîâJ al~fuqa}ıâ*, passim. 

® Ahkâm al-Qur*ân iii, 189-90 adQ. 16: 89. 
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For Jaşşâş consensus represented the uninterrupted transmission of com- 
munity opinion from the time of the prophet, the tenn umma (nation) in 
Q. 2; 143 being interpreted as a general i^âmm) not a specific {khâşş) 
epithet for ‘’vvitness’.^ 

Instances of incompatibility or of conflict between scriptural passages 
containing juridical material were resolved by the halakhists with the aid of 
three related but distinct hermeneutical devices: takhşiş (specification), 
tafsir (here corroboration), and naskh (abrogation). Takhşiş provided a 
means of linking a general statement to a particular situation, and was 
generously employed in identifying the mushrikûn of Q. 9: 5 and the 
muhâribün of Q. 5: 33.2 Application of takhşiş presupposed a very flexible 
Standard of generality against which particularity was measured: it was 
thus found that the adjective kull (all/each) as well as the various relative 
pronouns, the definite article, and even indefinite predication, could be 
both general and particular.^ The option in any given instance entailed 
almost invariably acknowledgenıent or rejection of a point of doctrine 
hardly adumbrated in the scriptural passage itself, Halakhic takhşiş^ in 
brief, depended upon the kind of analogy called taHil, or inference from a 
tertium comparationisA An example was the ‘specification’ of Q. 5: 3 (pro- 
hibition of carrion) by Q. 5: 96 (extension to carrion from the sea) and by 
6: 145 (extension to flowing, as opposed to coagulated blood), in which the 
ratio i^illa) was contained in the opposition harâmıhalâl.^ Another case ’vvas 
specification of Q. 24: 2 (punishment for fornication) by Q. 4: 25 (extension 
to the betrothed), by reference to the (general) fact of punishment.^ More 
often than not it was Sunna to which appeal was made for specification of 
Qur’ân, a procedure defended by both Shafi'î and Jaşşâş, and of which an 
example was specification of Q. 2: 275 (prohibition of usury) by traditions 
extending the sanction to similar transactions, e.g. *ardyâP Exclusion of the 
slave from inheritance by application of takhşiş to Q. 4: 11-12 and 2: 180 
belongs to the same category, though there the procedure was probably a 
device to conceal the priority of an established legal maxim.® 

Like takhşiş, the technical term tafsir in halakhic usage exhibits a for- 
mula of harmonization designed to restrict the sphere of abrogation (naskh), 
itself the final court of appeal in the more general effort to demonstrate a 
scriptural source of authority for ali Islamic law. An essential advantage of 
both takhşiş and tafsir, and to a considerable extent the difference between 
them and naskh, was that Ouranic verses so treated remained effective 

* Ahkâm aî-Qurân i, 88-90 ad loc. * See above, pp, 185-7. 

^ Cf. Suyûtî, Itqâny naw* 45: iii, 43-51, esp. 43-5. ^ See above, pp. 166-8. 

5 Suyûtî, Itqân iii, 44, 47. * Itqân iii, 48. 

’ Itçârty loc. cit.; see above, pp. 175, 188. 

® Pace Suyûtî, Itqân iii, 48, who considered it specification by consensus; see Schacht, 
OriginSy 184-5. 
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(muhkamât). An example of tafsîr, though the term was not used, was the 
argument of Nahhls about the relevance of Q. 9: 5 {âyat al-sayf) and 47: 4 
(recommending leniency) to the treatment of prisoners of war: the two 
verses were not mutually exclusive but corroborative, and the option lay 
with the imâmJ The secondary role of scripture in that argument is, 
incidentally, illustrated by its appeal to prophetical traditions pertinent to 
the conquest of Mecca. Similar reasoning was adduced by Abü 'Ubayd, on 
the authority of Ibn 'Abbâs, in a discussion of the lex talionis {qişâş)y for 
which Q. 5: 45 was held by some to abrogate the stricter nıling of 2; 178.^ 
With regard, however, to the distinction between free men and slaves in 
Q. 2:178, Abü *Ubayd argued that the locution ‘a life for a life* in 5:45 was 
not the abrogant but, rather, the corroboration of equality within the 

separate categories of retaliation: Ö^UJİ J J ^Jl {Sy 

^ b Lî 1 t % b 

(3 d^UJt (3 (3^^ Aİl 'ili 

Ju^l oja, The use of ta^awwala in this passage for ‘interpretation’ might 

be thought to confirm the specialized meaning of mufassira as ‘corrobora¬ 
tion*, antithetically juxtaposed to nâsikha (abrogant). 

That the hermeneutical principle of abrogation {naskh) did not refer to 
supersession of earlier divinely revealed statutes {sharâY al-anbiyS) by 
Muhammad*s law {sharVat muhammad) was expressly articulated by 
Jaşşâş.3 It was, rather, the instrument by means of which particular state- 
ments (khâşş) could be distinguished from general ones Çâmm), and 
polyvalent utterances {mutashâbih) referred to univalent ones (muhkam). In 
that formulation takkşîş (specification) \vas subsumed under the general 
rubric naskh, but though certain of the phenomena which regularly 
appeared in discussions of scriptural abrogation were sometimes desig- 
nated takhştş, it is both convenient and realistic to distinguish the two. The 
concept of İslam as the supersession of earlier dispensations was of course 
not alien to the Müslim exegetical tradition, and might even derive some 

support from scripture, namely Q. 5: 50 yj iTAb^l 

U 5 C». jUIİ y. Explicit reference to a ‘pagan dispensation’ {kukm 

al-jâhtliyya) was interpreted by Goitein as signalling the commencement 
of a specifically Muhammadan legislation derived from material up to that 
point diffiıse and only paraenetically expressed.'^ Acceptance of Jâhiliyya 
as a temporal rather than psychological or sociological concept and 
acquiescence in the utility of dating the contents of the Qur’ân reflect a 

* See above, pp. 184-5. 

* Kitâb al-nâsikh toal-mansûkh, MS Ahmet III, 143, 93'"“''. 

3 Ahkâm al-Qur*ân i, 58-60. Goitein, ‘Birth-hour*, 132-3. 
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view of Islamic origins which can hardly profit from modification of 
details. The context of the entire passage Q. 5: 42-51 is polemic and was so 
acknowledged by Müslim exegetes, whose view of the prophet’s juris- 
diction can only with difficulty be related to pagan practice in the process 
of replacement by divine decree. The historical circumstances envisaged 
by, and if not invented then certainly elaborated within, the exegetical 
literatüre were those surrounding Muhammad's celebrated confrontation 
in foto extemo with the rabbis of Medina, The essential truth elicited from 
that story was, it may be recalled, that the role of the Müslim prophet lay 
not in abrogation or supersession of the Mosaic Law (!), but in its restor- 
ation and fulfilment.* 

Now, in his monograph on the phenomena of abrogation, which apart 
from the Risâla of Shâfi'î must be the earliest treatment of that subject,^ 
Abû ^Ubayd found it convenient to link discussion of the penalty for 
fornication with that of Müslim jurisdiction among non-Muslims.3 In the 
first section the authorargued that both Q. 4: 15-16 and 65: ı (on those 
justly charged with fornication) had been repealed by 24:2 (which specified 
the ptmishment as 100 lashes) and the stoning penalty. In one of the two 
traditions adduced, both traced to Ibn 'Abbâs, stoning was reserved for 
those offenders who were tnuhsan (i.e. chaste, betrothed, possibly married, 
free, Müslim, etc.).**^ Though the stoning part of the penalty was there 
specified as Sunna, two versions of a tradition from 'Ubâda b. Şâmit 
immediately following leave no doubt that, Sunna or not, the stoning 

penalty had been revealed to the prophet: j 3 Ijl^ aJUl JlS 

Thereafter, the author tumed his attention to the problem of punishments 
{hudûd) to be inflicted upon dhimtnîs^ and the question of the abrogation of 
Q. 5: 42 by 5: 48. That the particular case envisaged was fornication is 
clear from the gloss of bi-mâ anzala Hlah in Q. 5: 48 as aUrajm (stoning), 
thus characterized again as Vevelation\ though that point was followed by 
discussions of the lex talionis and the muMribünfi In the second section 

the abrogation of Q. 5: 42 ^jU by 5: 48 

-UJİ Uj also illustrated by the stoning penalty, this 

time specified as the prophet^s stoning of the two Jews 

* See above, II pp. 70-1. * See above, p. 175. 

3 Kitâb aUnâsikh ıval~mansûkkf MS Ahmet III, 143: *Bâb al-budüd*, 88''-97‘’, and 

‘Al-îJukm bayna ahi al-dhimma*, 172^—4*‘. 

^ Cf. Ibn Qutayba, Td'vnly 391. 

3 Abû *Ubayd, op. cit. 89^ and ço*": variant prefaced by a naturalistic description of the 
prophet in a state of ‘reception’, widely employed in the hadîtk literatüre, e.g, Bukhâd, 
Şahîh, ‘Kitâb al-Shahadât' 2, 15; and references Wensmck, Handbook, 162-3. 

* Abû *Ubayd, 90^—!“■; see above, pp. 192 and 186, respectively. 

4389C75 H 
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j^J!In the opinion of the Iraqi jurists that incident had established 
the precedent for dealing with litigations among dhimmhy while the Hijazis 
argued that it had taken place before imposition of poll-tax {jizyd) and thus 
did not afFord a precedent for the later period, when administrative pro- 
cedure tended towards judicial autonomy within dhimmî communities. Abû 
*Ubayd rejected the latter position on twogrounds: first, that traditions 
did not in fact State that the stoning incident had taken place before the im¬ 
position of ]izya \ second, that even had that been so it would not preclude 
dealing with litigation among dhimmîs after imposition of the tax. Prior to 
that condition in fact, they would not have been dhimmh but merely in 
treaty relationship {hudnajmuzvâda^a) with İslam like other infidel nations 
{umam al-shirk). The question of jurisdiction woııld not even have arisen.^ 
But önce established, the contract betvveenthe Müslim community and the 
newly recognized dhimmh enabled the latter to resort to Islamic juris¬ 
diction, The implication was that Q. 5: 48 abrogated not only the circum- 
stances described in 5: 42, but also those of 5: 50.^ In the light of that 
argument it must, I think, be conceded that hukm al-jâhiliyya (Q. 5: 50) 
referred to, or at least inciuded, Jewish practice prior to the prophet’s 
intervention in that much-disputed litigation. 

Though Abû 'Ubayd did not specify âyat al-rajm (stoning Verse’), it is 
clear from his presentation of the traditions from *Ubâda b. Şâmit that the 
stoning ‘penalty’ was of revealed status, that is Sunna but not Qur’an. The 
movement exhibited in the transposition of stoning penalty into stoning 
verse'^ may be understood to reflect elevation of the Quranic text to canoni- 
cal status: a source of legislative authority. The role of âyat al-rajm v^as 
henceforth (beginning of the third/ninth century) intimately connected 
not merely v^ith the historical description of Judaeo-Muslim polemic, but 
also with the principle of legislative repeal in scripture. As a piece of 
historical evidence âyat al-rajm may be assessed by its haggadic projection, 
and especially within the narrative framework of the Muhammadan 
evangelium. As vv^itness to a hermeneutical principle, it may be judged by its 
halakhic value in establishing, in the context of disputatio foriy that scrip¬ 
ture was the ultimate source of ali legislation. 

The literary forms generated by Muhammad’s confrontation with the 
rabbis of Medina were signalled by Goldziher in a study of Jev^ish practices 
as described in Müslim literatüre. ^ That those represent variations upon 
the archetypal theme informing the account of Jesus with the Pharisees 
was not mentioned by Goldziher. The conciusion of Vajda that there must 
be a nucleus of historical truth in the story cannot of course be ruled out, 

* Abû ‘Ubayd. esp. 173^ 2 Abû 'Ubayd, 173''- 

3 Abû 'Ubayd, 174*': suht is glossed ‘bribe* (m^züa). 

Variants of the latter were assembled by Suyû^ itqân iii, 72-3, 75-7; cf. GdQ i, 
248-52. s See above, II p. 71; reference n. ı. 
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but neither can it be demonstrated.^ The entire literary complex belongs to 
a cycle of Tests of true prophethood’ widely distributed in Müslim exe- 
getical literatüre, and hardly susceptible of positivist interpretation, such 
as Muhammad’s being forced by circumstances to abandon a harsher 
penalty for adultery in favour of Rabbinic leniency, or as posterior justi- 
fication of ^Umar’s conduct in stoning for adultery.^ In his impressive, if 
not entirely convincing, mise en scene of the adulteress pericope (John 7: 
53-8: ıı) Derrett stressed the qualification of witnesses, rather than the 
nature of the punishment or its scriptural sanction, The assumption must 
be that Jesus Avas approached not as a prophet (like Muhammad), but as a 
rabbi especially competent in the laws of evidence. Such was undoubtedly 
the significance of a link between the pericope and the story of Susanna and 
the elders, but not, I think, of its inciusion in the Muhammadan evangelium. ^ 
For the slightly modified Müslim version, the observation of Ibn al- 
Jaw2Î that the ‘Torah passage’ adduced by the rabbis contained the 
(Quranic) stipulation on the necessity of four (!) witnesses to the aet of 
fornication (Q. 24: 4), might be thought sufficient indication of the 
polemical purpose for which the account of Muhammad’s triumph had 
been devised, namely, the maliciously concealed coincidence of Müslim 
and Jewish scripture: KÖD RH'® hVdT HIH 

Din nVnDöVK ■’D Reference in the same report to Jewish abandon- 

ment of the scriptural (hadd) penalties after destruction of the Second 
Temple {idh kân al-mulk lana) served as motive to Muhammad’s restora- 
tion {ihyâ^) of the Mosaic Law, and may be exegetically related to hukm 
al-jâhiliyya in Q. 5: 50. 

Halakhic elaboration of the story had as point of departure the interest- 
ing circumstance that neither stoning penalty nor stoning verse was in- 
cluded in the canon. That such gave less cause for alarm than might be 
supposed will be clear if it is understood that the principle of abrogation, 
as well as the development of ahkâm (halakhot), concerned the entire, very 
flexible, corpus of revelation, of which the Qur*ân was only part. Efforts to 
relate the phenomena of abrogation to the canonical text exhibit not a 
necessity but merely a tendency to seek scriptural support for positions 
already occupied and for the most part Consolidated. Neither the principle 
of abrogation nor the formulation of ahkâm required support in scripture 
until scripture itself came into being as a result of external pressure in 
polemic. For âyat al-rajm Burton put the case well: ‘The “process’* here 
promised was later “appointed*' in the revelation of the stoning penalty. 
The stoning penalty, and not the Qur’ân, was thus the historical source of 

^ Vajda, ‘Juifs et Musulmans*, 93-9. 

® See Vajda, loc. cit.: Hirschfeld, Researches, 103, 137. 

3 Law in the Nezo Testament, 156-88. 

* Goldziher, *Usages juifs’, 326: for the description of consummation cf. Talm. Babl. 
Makkot 7a. 



196 


OURANIC STUDIES 


the “stoning verse”/^ ‘Later appointed’ is a reference to a variant reading 
111 C^> 21 106 ^i 

which became the locus classicus for the doctrine of abrogation. The 
variant itself, ‘we defer* as opposed to ‘we cause to forget’, drew upon 
that category of asbâb al-nuzül which included the concepts of promise 
and ratification, by whose means the arbitrary data on Quranic chronology 
could be conveniently neutralized.^ For Jaşşâş,^ a variant reading was un- 
necessary: the verb ansa might signify either forgetting {nisyünY or defer- 
ment {ta^khir), both in the sense of exchange {tabdü) for the public weal 
{maşlaha: iuspropter utilitatem publicam)^ Examples were the exchange of 
qibla (Mecca for Jerusalem) and the repeal of Q. 8; 65 by 8:66(iöMy^,which 
together illustrated the principle that Qur’ân could abrogate Sunna and 
Qur’an, the term aya in Q. 2:106 being a reference not to the ipsissima verba 
of scripture {tilâwa) but to the precept contained or implied therein {hukıri). 
That particular view of the range of abrogation was only one of five, set out 
by Nahhâs:^ Qur’ân could abrogate Qur’ân and Sunna (the argument of 
the Kufans); Qur’ân, but not Sunna, could abrogate QuFan (of Shâfi'î, 
whose concern with Qur’ân was an)rway peripheral) Sunna could abro¬ 
gate Qur’ân and Sunna (anonymous); Sunna, but not Qur*ân, could 
abrogate Sunna (also anonymous); these categories wefe not mutually 
exclusive and each case had to be judged on its merits (ascribed to Muham- 
mad b. Shujâ'). In practice only the last could survive as a working prin¬ 
ciple, and few if any cases were ever decided by an actual appeal to the 
priority of one över another kind of revelation. 

Of four majör works devoted to the phenomena of abrogation, two were 
concerned primarily to demonstrate the presence of such in the text of 
scripture: those of Nahhâs and of Hibatallâh. Each introduced his work 
with the story of *Alî b, Abî Talib and the preacher in Kufa who was 
banished from the mosque for not knowing his principles of abrogation.^ 
That level of discourse was hardly modified throughout the treatise of 

Hibatallâh, who defined naskh as removal/cancellation (^j 

* Burton, ‘Cranes*, 261. ^ geç above, pp. 175-7. 

3 Ahkâm al^Qur*ân i, 58-60. 

On the problems provoked by the interpretation nisyân, see Burton, ‘Cranes*, 260-3; 
to which might be added the observation that in the Quranic lexicon ansa is not infrequently 
connected with satanic agency (e.g. Q. 6: 68, 12: 42, 18: 63, 58: 19), and may have 
been employed as metaphorical counterpoint to the verb alqâ (e.g. Q. 4: 171). The 
conjecture is in no vvay weakened by explicit reference to divine agency in Q. 2: 106 
and 59: 19, and to satanic agency with aîqâ in 20: 87 and 22: 52-3, and could be related 
to the neutral concept ‘inspiration* by mediation, characteristic of Müslim prophetology; 
see above, II pp. 58-61. 

® See Goldziher, ‘Istişbâb*, 229-30. 

^ Nahhâs, Kitab aUnâsikh wal-mansûkh, 6-7. 

7 Cf. Schacht, Origins^ 15 : tacit correction of Goldziher, Studİen ii, 20. 

* Nahhâs, op. cit. 5-6; Hibatallâh, Kitâb al-nâstkh loal-mansûkh, 3-5. 
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^^^ 1 ) and limited its incidence in the Qur’ân to explicit command and pro- 

hibition (amr wa-nahy) or to reports {ahhbâr) containing or impiying such. 
Of these he found 239 instances in 71 süras^ a consequence of massive and 
undifferentiated assertion, rather than of subtIe and reasoned analysis: 107 
occurred in Süras 2-9 and Q. 9: 5 {âyat aUsayf) figured as abrogant 124 
times,^ For Nahhâs the problem was less simple. The term naskh might 
mean cessation (izald) or transfer (nog/), and the Quranic principle of 
abrogation was based upon the latter.^ He also found expedient a distinc- 
tion between naskh and hadâ^ : the former might apply only to command 
and prohibition, the latter to instances of contradiction or inconsistency 
(apparent!) in reports, to which one could attach a limitation in terms of 
altered time or place, e.g. the changing circumstances of narrative, as in 
the stories of the prophets.^ Of abrogation according to his own definition 
Nahhâs found 137 instances in 48 was,of which 75 appeared in Süras 2-9. 

Common to Hibatallâh and Nahhâs was a typology of the modes of 
abrogation attested in scripture.^ These were three (the authors employed 
different terminology, and Nahhâs, perhaps for the sake of lexical tidiness, 
inciuded a fourth Avhich identified naskh in the sense of‘copy’); abrogation 

of both wording and ruling 

abrogation of wording but not of ruling 

ûj!A^I)î abrogation of ruling but not of wording (^^SoıJt 

That these formal distinctions con- 

tained, and were also very likely meant to conceal, essentially irreconcil- 
able views on the constituent parts of Müslim lawwasindicated byBurton.s 
For my purpose here it is sufficient to State that the modes of abrogation 
set out by Nahhâs and Hibatallâh reflect a concerted effort to identify naskh 
as an originally Quranic phenomenon. Önce seen to enjoy scriptural 
sanction, the principle of abrogation could in theory and with impunity be 
applied across the entire range of source materials for the formulation of 
Müslim law, 

A favourite example of naskh in the Quranic text was the alleged repeal 
of Q. 8: 65 by 8: 66, where the number of enemy which Muslims were 
expected successfully to oppose in combat was reduced {takhfîf: lightened) 

fromaratio of 10: ı to 2: ı, e.g. inTabarî: 

Belonging to the third mode (above), that instance of abrogation 
was typical of nearly ali those adduced by Nahhâs and Hibatallâh, pride of 

* See above, pp. 183-5. * Nahhâs, 8. 

3 Nabbâs, lo-ıı; see Goldziher, £ 7 , s.v. Bada’. 

^ Hibatallâh, 5-6; Nahhâs, 8-9. 

5 ‘Cranes’, 258-64, and disctıssed İn detail in the study referred to there, 249 n. 4. 

* Tafsir X, 27 ad loc. 
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place going of course to âyat al-sayf, To illustrate the first mode (above), 
the much-discussed ‘satanic verses’ alleged originally to have been at Q. 53; 
19-22 and abrogated by 22: 52 v^ere invariably adduced, and the several 
motives which led to that assertion were analysed at length in Burton’s 
study.^ It was to demonstrate the second mode (above) of abrogation that 
âyat al-rajm was commonly introduced into halakhic controversy, namely, 
as an example of a valid ruling whose wording had been removed from 
the text of scripture. Now, that the origin of the stoning verse lay in the 
account of the stoning penalty has been proposed. That the origin of the 
stoning penalty may be sought in the haggadic topoi traditionally employed 
to illustrate the test(s) of ‘true prophethood’ seems more than likely. 
Juridical appropriation of that particular topos, however transparent the 
motive, was the inevitable consequence of pressure compelling recognition 
of the Qur’ân as a source of legislation equal to the Sunna. The adjustment 
exhibited in the transposition: stoning penalty ^stoning verse was only 
necessary after establishment of the canonical text of revelation. Accep- 
tance of the transposition, or even of the second mode of abrogation, was 
not universal: Nahhâs, for example, recognized the imâdoi âyat al-rajm as 
sound but insisted upon regarding it as Sunna, and thus not as evidence of 
Quranic abrogation.^ 

Two other works dealing with naskh were less concerned with the speci- 
fically Quranic data and rather more with the principle of abrogation as a 
valid juridical premiss. From what has been said of Abû ^Ubayd’s treatise 
on nâsikh wa~mansükh it ought to be clear that status as Quriân or Sunna 
was hardly operative in his formulation of the rules. Arrangement of the 
material is topical, rather than by Quranic division, and most, if not quite 
ali, chapters bear the subtitle ‘that which abrogates and is abrogated in 
both Qur’ân (kitâb) and Sunna’. The twenty-seven chapters contain the 
conventional range of ahkâniy e,g. Prayer (fols. 8'^-i3^), Almsgiving (fols. 
14^-19''), Fasting (fols. 20^-46^), Marriage (fols. 46’^-74*'), Divorce (fols. 
74^-88^), etc .3 Whether Abû 'Ubayd (d. 223/838) was the first scholar to 
treat monographically (!) the subject of abrogation can probably best be 
answered "svith reference to the chronological development of Quranic 
studies, rather than to reports of earlier vvritten works. One such is the 
ascription to Zuhrî (d. 124/742) of a book entitled Nâsikh wa-mansûkh fil- 
Qur^ân^ Like the quite worthless Tanzîl al-Qur^ân attributed to the same 
author ,5 the work on abrogation is preserved in the recension of the Şûfî 

* Bıırton, *Cranes*: to the ‘historical* (Orientalist) references mentioned there, 246—9, 
may be added Andrae, Persony 129-32, 

* Kitâb aUnüsikh waî-mansûkhy 9; cf. the dissenting opinions recorded in Suyûtî, 
Itqân İÜ, 72-7; and the anonymous ikhttîâf in Ash'arî, Magâldty 607-11. 

3 Kitâb al-nâsikh zoaî-mansükhy MS Ahmet III 143; cf. the arrangement in Muqâ- 
tİl's halakhic treatise, MS BM Or. 6333, above pp, 173-4. 

■* GAS i, 283 no. 4; MS Beyazit 445. 


® See above, pp. 179-80. 
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exegete Sulamî (d, 412/1021) and will, even if it exists, hardly contribute to 
the history of naskh theories prior to Abü 'Ubayd. However that may be, 
the manuscript Beyazit445 is not the work of Zuhri-Sulamî, but of 'Abdal- 
qâhir Baghdâdî (d. 429/1038).* The significance of Baghdâdî’s position in 
the study of naskh is that long after Nahhâs (d. 338/950) and some time 
after Hibatallâh (d. 410/1019) a work methodologically similar to that of 
Abü 'Ubayd should be written at all. The author^s primary concem was 
with the theoretical elaboration of naskh, its justification as a juridical 
principle, and its attestation in Sunna as well as in Qur ân. In the three 
chapters containing instances of Quranic abrogation the matter was intro- 
duced in the form of dispute (ikhtilâf) and consensus (ijmâ'), and the total 
number of verses adduced only 59.^ In an introductory chapter the notion 
of naskh as removal/cancellation (raf) or cessation (izâla) was rejected in 
favour of a combination of specification (takhşiş) and transfer {takîvîl),^ 

The author’s conciusion may be cited;'* 

lı^ 1.^.4 ^ ^ 

UjUp çjpcvaJt That naskh might indeed refer to 

the abrogation by Muhammad’s revelation of an earlier divinely revealed 

statute (here the ‘law of Abraham’) was a possibility never quite sup- 
5 

Abrogation as supersession of earlier dispensations was of course funda- 
mental to the character of Judaeo-Christian polemic. That the Jews 
allegedly rejected the specifically Islamic principle of naskh as in their 
opinion nothing more than retraction/substitution owing to the emergence 
of new circumstances {badS") was one among a number of problems raised 
by Suyütî, himself satisfied that God was capable of reversing i^aks) any of 
His actions or decisions, and that such had indeed been many times 
attested in the history of divine revelation.^ The allegation is puzzling, 
since the retraction, reversal, and change of God’s word was familiar 
enough from Hebrew scripture, e.g, 2 Kings 9: 1-12 and Hosea ı: 4-5, as 
well as the crucial ‘new covenant’ of Jeremiah 31: 31.’ Moreover, the 
integrity of the Mosaic Law, explicitly stated in Deuteronomy 13: ı (and 
cf. Qohelet 3: 14), was never intended to preclude progressive modifi- 
cation according to altered circumstances in the community. The necessity 
of and capacity for modification is amply attested in the terminology of 

* GAL i, 385 ; GdQ i, 54 n. ı, ii, 16 n. 5: MS Petermaım I, 555. 

2 Baghdâdî, MS Beyazıt 445, 7'‘-46*’, 46^-71*', 7i’'-4''. 

2 Baghdâdî, 2**—3*'. 

^ Baghdâdî, 76^. 

5 See above, pp. 192-3; and Haşan, ‘Theory of naskh’, esp. 182-3, ^here naskh as 
abrogation -vvas denied, but acknowİedged as the supersession of earlier revelation(s). 

® Itqdn İÜ, 6; see above, p. 197. 

7 Cf. Eissfeldt, EinUitung, 694; and above, I pp. 11-12. 
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Rabbinic exegesis, e.g, in the formula* *71330 3 n 30 , the antithesis* 
D’^p vs * 7 t 3'’3 or '‘ÖD, and the notion of normative, as contrasted with 
prescriptive, legislation contained in the terms^ in 30 and ^* 1 * 7 . 
The extent to which those formulations may be interpreted as evi- 
dence of abrogation depends of course upon the precise meaning of 
that term. It must by now be clear that if there was ever agreement among 
Müslim scholars on the semantic content of naskh^ such would indicate 
general acceptance of ‘change’ or ‘transfer’, reflected in the terms naql and 
tahzoîL The genuinely halakhic empİ03nnent of naskh meant the un- 
ceasing interpretation of scripture by reference to the example of the 
prophet, and for the halakhists both sources were equally part of revela- 
tion. Discussions of specifîcally Quranic abrogation, on the other hand, 
represented a polemical defence of the text of scripture, and were only 
marginally related to the formulation of law. 

And yet it was predsely that latter aspect of the Müslim doctrine of 
abrogation which informed Judaeo-Muslim controversy about its exe- 
getical relevance. For example, Saadya’s rejection of naskh consisted en- 
tirely of arguments designed to prove that there were no contradictions in 
the Biblical text, but only occasional passages which could be seen to 
require hermeneutical complement or specification, e.g. whether sacrifice 
or circumcision could be performed on the Sabbath.^ Similarly, the five 
points adduced and rejected as evidence of naskh by SaM b. Manşûr (Ibn 
Kammûna) reflect an attitude towards the text of scripture nearly un- 
related to the eventual necessity of halakhic modification of its contents.^ 
In his rebuttal, on the other hand, the author invoked the traditional 
arsenal of Rabbinic terminology to prove that such modification was 

possible, e.g. Jj 5 : Those arguments for naskh in Hebrew 

scripture adduced and so easily dismissed by Jevrish apologists can hardly 
be said to exhibit either the subtIety or the range of Müslim discussions of 
abrogation. A degree of misrepresentation or, at least, of incomplete 
representation of opposing views is not unexpected in polemic, but that 
the methodological proxinıity, even identity, of Rabbinic and Sünnî 
Müslim halakhah should be ignored, or suppressed, in the polemical 
literatüre might be thought to require an explanation. Among Jewish 
scholars were some who did in fact acknowledge the presence of naskh in 

* Bacher, Terminoîogie ü, 53-6; cf. Zunz, Vortrâge^ 54 n, (e); and Elbogen, Gottes- 
dienst, 356. 

® Bacher, Terminoîogie iy 170--2, ii, 142, 186-9, 239; Gerhardsson, Memory, 97 n. 7, 
233 n. 2, 264, 287. 

3 Bacher, op, cit. i, 25, ii, 40-1; Gerhardsson, op. cit., 117, 182, 256, 305, 317-20. 

* Saadya, Kitâb al-Amânât, 128-45, esp. 140-5; cf. Schreiner, ‘Zur Geschichte*, 604-6. 

5 Ibn Kammüna, Tangfh aUab^th, 45-7; cf. Steinschneider, Poîemische Literatür, 

324* 

® Tanq^ al-ahfıâth, 47. 
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Hebrew scripture, for example, Abraham b. David,* who regarded as 
permissible abrogation in the sense of recognizing the temporal and/or 
spatial limits of certain divine prescriptions, in other words bada' or 
takhşiş. But the preoccupation of Jewish apologists was naturally, in the 
light of Müslim claims that predictions of the advent of İslam had been 
removed from Hebrew scripture, with the unassailable character of their 
book, and one cannot help but suspect that it was abrogation in the sense of 
supersession which, designated naskh in the polemical literatüre, was being 
unconditionally rejected. 

That was not the meaning of naskh in Müslim halakhic exegesis, but the 
overtones of abrogation as reference to the supersession of earlier revela- 
tions had never been quite eliminated, e.g. in Baghdâdî, and could even be 
derived from the principal Quranic loci probantes traditionally adduced in 
support of the doctrine: Q. 2: 106 but also 22: 52, 16: loı, 17: 76, and 
and 13: 39. As a contribution to the history of terminological complexity, 
the lapstıs calami in the Hebrew translation of Maimonides* PeTeq Heleqy 
which resulted in rendering ^03 not as {naskk) but as pny {naql)y is 
not without interest: it was the abrogation of the Mosaic Law by subse- 
quent revelation(s) which the author was concemed to deny.^ One can 
hardly insist that the course of polemic on the subject of abrogation was 
influenced exclusively by exploitation, or ignorance, of the ambiguity 
inherent in the Arabic term naskh. It does, however, seem clear that the 
real dispute was not about differences of exegetical procedure, of which 
there were virtually none, but about the respective claims of Torah and 
Qur’ân to be the word of God.^ 

In the formulation of ahkâniy which could only retrospectively be under- 
stood as the derivation of Iaw from revelation, the fact of a canonical text of 
scripture was, if not quite a hindrance, then of very littie help and prob- 
ably regarded as something of a challenge. No element in either the style or 
the structure of halakhic ex€gesis points unmistakably to the necessity, or 
even to the existence, of the canon as ultimately preserved and transmitted. 
It may of coıırse be argued that the rudiments at least of a comparative 
method can be inferred from the chronological arrangement of scriptural 
passages, from the juxtaposition of muhkam and mutashâbihy and from the 
opposition of nâsikh and mansükh. But the comparison was of parts to parts, 
not of parts to a whole/ As hermeneutical instruments chronology, 

^ Cf. Steinschneider, op. cit., 353 no. 5; Schreiner, op. cit., 635-8. 

* See Hyman, ‘Maimonides* “Thirteen Prindples’* 128 n. 58. 

^ And thus more approximately related to the Müslim charges of forgery (tahrif), 
see above, pp. 189-90; on procedural similarity it may be noted that one of Ibn Kammûna’s 
arguments, Tangîh, 46, against naskh (sic) was that scripture commanded obedience to the 
prescriptions articulated by successive prophets; see above, pp. 174-5. 

* A halakhic midrask is unattested before Qurtubî (d. 671/1272), cf. GAL i, 415-16, 
Suppl. I, 737. 
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analogy, and abrogation were, in respect of the existence of the canon, 
neutral. Similarly, the employment of traditions {aMdîth) to link Sunna 
and Qur’ân emphasized the role of revelation but not exclusively of scrip- 
ture. The dichotomy of ‘Qur’ân as document’ and 'Qur’ân as source' 
proposed by Burton, while not without a certain methodological utility, is 
misleading if meant to postulate the historical existeııce of the canonical 
text before it became a source of law.* 

Logically, it seems to me quite impossible that canonization should have 
preceded, not succeeded, recognition of the authority of scripture within 
the Müslim community. Chronologically, the data of Arabic literatüre 
cannot be said to attest to the existence of the canon before the beginning of 
the third/ninth century. These tentative and admittedly conjectural con- 
clusions might be thought to derive some support from the form of scrip¬ 
ture in halakhic argumentation: the practice of adducing selected and 
discrete passages provides negative evidence of a kind comparable to the 
absence of explicit reference to the Our’ân in other related contexts.^ 
Moreover, the marginal character of lexical, grammatical, and syntactical 
analysis in the work of the halakhists indicates littie concern for a ne 
varietur or even relatively stable text of scripture.^ My own hypothesis, 
that establishment of such a text presupposed rather than prefigured 
acceptance of the Quriân as a source of law, gains some strength from the 
sudden efflorescence of masoretic exegesis soon after the literary formu- 

lation of the ahkâm, 

* 


4. masoretic exegesis 

The Quranic masorah consists basically of three elements: lexical explana- 
tion, grammatical analysis, and an agreed apparatus of variant readings. 
Its elaboration required two exegetical Instruments: textual analogy and 
periphrasis, as well as the introduction of evidence from a large and con- 
veniently flexible corpus of Arabic poetry. A single ‘non-textuar com- 
ponent of the masorah, and curiously, the only one adduced in the ‘royal’ 
Egyptian edition of the Qur’ân, is designation of the place of revelation 
{matoâiin al-nuzûl), the purpose and derivation of which were not maso¬ 
retic but halakhic.'^ But even that material is of some comparative, metho¬ 
dological value for a study of the masorah proper, especially of the variae 
lectiones, Ascription and transmission, both of Information on the circum- 
stances of revelation and of reports on variant readings, were formulated 
exclusively as traditions from the companions of the prophet, and are thus 
subject to the analytical cıiteria appropriate to, say, legal and ‘historical' 
traditions. It might be argued that a possible exception to this rule is 


* *Cranes*, 251-2, 259. 

3 See above, III pp. loo-ı. 


^ See above, I pp. 44-5, II pp. 82-3. 

♦ See above, pp. 177-81. 
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represented by the existence of ‘regionar codices, but those appear to be 
not only later than the ‘companion* codices, but like them also largely 
fictive.^ Of genuinely textual variants exhibiting material deviation from 
the canonical text of revelation, such as are available for Hebrew and 
Christian scripture, there are none. The Quranic masorah is in fact entirely 
exegetical,^ even "vvhere its contents have been transmitted in the guise of 
textual variants. 

An example will illustrate this not uninteresting phenomenon; in what 
appears to be the earliest collection of variants {maşahif) from the con- 

sonantal text of the 'Uthmanic recension {imâm)^ a chapter entitled 
[jT^Âİl J] Ja^l ^ jJljjJl in the FadâHI al- 

Qurân of Abû 'Ubayd (d. 224/838), Q. 18: 79 was rendered ülSj 

İUJly? JS' and the intrusive (non-canonical) 'şâliha* 

attributed to the codex of Ubayy b. Ka'b.^ Using the same source, 
Bergstrâsser-Pretzl described fd/ıAa {seund, in good repair) as an aetio- 
logical addition {motivierender Ztısatz\ an obvious assessment from the 
point of view at least of the canon*s textual integrity.'* But attribution to 
Ubayy was arbitrary: the reading with şâüha appeared not only there 
but also in the codices of 'Abdallâh b. Mas'ûd and Ibn 'Abbâs.^ The 
transparency of that device, by means of which an exegetical gloss could 
be construed as evidence of a textual variant, emerges from examination 

of Muqltirs treatment of Q. 18: 79 iJLy? JS" JLiL 

î tir* bsıytLC' ^^Ij' I aj 
Were it not for the characteristically fluid boundaries between text and 
commentary,^ the epithet şâliha could justifiably be regarded as scriptural 
and glossed by the analogous usage in Q. 7: 190. On the other hand, the 
further epithets şahîha and satviyya (both signifying ‘sound, in good repair’) 
could be interpreted as supercommentary, with which haggadic exegesis 
•vvas liberally strewn.® But whatever the textual State of Muqâtirs scripture, 
the process by which ‘variants’ to the "Uthmanic canon were produced 
and allocated to one or more of the ‘companion’ codices is worthy of 
notice. The examples collected by Goldziher can hardly be interpreted 
as other than exegesis to the canonical text.^ Goldziher’s understanding 
of those phenomena as evidence of the generosity with which the text of 

‘ See above, I pp. 44-6. ^ Pace GdQ iii, 108. 

3 Spitaler, ‘Ein Kapitel*, 7 no. 39, 9 no. 59. GdQ iii, 69. 

s Jeffery, Materials, 143, 57,200, respectîvely; Zamakhsharî mentioned both Ubayy and 
Ibn Mas'ûd, Kaskshâf ii, 741 ad loc. 

® Muqâtil, Tafsir, MS H. Hüsnü 17, I72^ ’ See above, pp. 127-9. 

® See above, loc. cit.; in Ubayy * şâüha' may be scriptural, Jeffery, Materials, 143. 

® Richtungen, 4-32: consonantaî, vocalic, additions, synonyms, emendations, *scribal 
errors*; cf. Seeligmann, ‘Midraschexegese", 159--60. 
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scripture was treated need not be discounted, but the chronological 
evolution of the maşâhif literatüre strongiy suggests that the ‘companion’ 
codices were manufactured from exegetical material in support of an 
argument Central to the traditional account of canonization, namely, the 
'Uthmanic recension. Much of that material persisted znyv/ây in the form 
of Standard deviations from the canon, accommodated by the aArw/doctrme,^ 
evidence in my opinion of a tendency to preserve rather than to neutralize. 

With the (later) delimitation of scriptural text and commentary» exe- 
getical glosses of the şort represented by 'şâliha^ achieved a very special 
status tantamount to revelation, as may be inferred from Suyütî’s observa- 
tions on the ‘readings* şalât al-aşrltoa-şalât al-aşr Q. 2: 238.^ Citing 
Abü 'Ubayd’s Fadaki al-Qur'ân, he ascribed the reading without the 
conjunctive zcatv to both Hafşa and 'Â’isha,^ and argued that the function 
of the isolated variant {girffa shâdhdha)y^ although basically exegetical, 

was of an order higher than that of mere exegesis: ÖİUJI od^ aÎİ ^ 

J^Ull aiycj ojytJI L. That the origin of the 

reading(s) was not textual but doctrinal, despite the apparatus of trans- 
mission, might be inferred from the juridical as well as liturgical signifi- 
cance of the prayer.s 

Now, elevation of the exegetical gloss to the status of ‘companion’ 
reading did not preclude the stigma which might attach to designation of 
such as interpolation (mudraj). Critical evaluation of textual variants 
(maşâhif) and/or readings {qîrââtf depended primarily, if not exclusively, 
upon attestation as may be seen in the relevant nomenclature, 

e.g. mutatoâiir, mashhûTy âhâd, shâdhdhy ttcJ Supplementary, but second- 
ary, criteria were grammatical feasibility (zoajhfil-arabiyya) and agreement 
with the consonantal skeleton (muwâfaqa ^alâ rasmjkhatfjy the latter appro- 
priate in practice only to modification of pointing and of vowels. In 
practice, too, the hierarchy of attestation and of transmission {naq1) might 
inciude the other criteria, so that the designations mutauoâtir (generally 
attested) and thiqa (soundly attested) could be in ali three respects valid 
for the seven majör ‘readings’.^ Dâni’s description of the Science of qirâa 

* Gold2İher, op. cit., 35-51; GdQ iii, 106-8; and see above, I p. 45. 

* Itqân i, 227-8. 

3 Apparently correctly, but see GdQ iii, 150 n. ı; cf. Spîtaler, *Ein Kapitel’, 4-5 nos. 
12—20, esp. no. 14, though nos. 12-13 do identify Hafşa with the reading wa~şalât al- 
'aşr; for the sake of tidiness it may be added that the same reading was ascribed to yet 
another wife of the prophet, Umm Salama, see Jeffery, Materials^ 235. 

Cf. Gd 0 iii, 136-7, 155, 228-30. 

* See Goldziher, Richtungen^ 14-15; and id. ‘Nachmittagszeit^ 294-302. 

® Often undifferentiated, see GdÇ iii^ 60 n. 2, but cf. Jeffery, Materials, 13-14. 

^ See Suyû^, Itqân i, 210-29; GdQ iii, 149-57. 

* e.g. Suyû^, Itgân i, 225. 
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as one necessarily guaranteed by authority {surma muttabcCd) may be seen 
as theoretical acknowledgement of the primary criterion,* Into the con- 
ventional lists illustrating the relative ranks of ‘readings^^ examples of 
acknowledged interpolation might be fitted by restricting numerically the 
extent of attestation: Suyûtî’s lociprobantes inciuded umm^ ad Q. 

12 and 7? mazvâsim al-îmff adQ. 2: 198, and might be thought not very 
different from those examples allegedly derived from ‘companion' codices 
and discussed above. That a considerable amount of exegeticai gloss was 
not in this way relegated to the masorah, but rather left undisturbed in the 
text of scripture, has been proposed.^ 

The closed system of‘readings’ symbolized by acknowledgement of the 
Seven/Ten/Fourteen authorized versions represented a generously defined 
consonantal text whose stabilization was chronologically fixed by recourse 
to the familiar device of ascription. Illustration of the product of that 
method is found in the collection of readings ascribed to Haşan Başrî 
(d. 110/728).^ The textual standardization exhibited there, e.g. the reduc- 
tion of variants to vocalic and diacritic mutation, interspersed with 
allegedly ‘dialectal’ forıns, did not suppress altogether the exegetical 
moment, as can be seen in yu^badjtubad for na'hud ad Q. ı; 4,® and kadib 
for kadhîb ad Q. 12: 18.® The role of liasan as eponym in the elaboration 
of a Basran tradition for the Science of Qur*ân reading was very significant 
indeed, despite his presumed insignificance (sic) in that very tradition 
it was of course as a source of tafsîr that he was selected to be the figure- 
head of a regional tradition, a tendency reflected also in ascription to him 
of the polemically ex^etical Risâla fil~qadar,^ The polarization round 
celebrated figures of originally anonymous dicta, whether in Mdith^ tafsîry 
or girâ^ât, reflects an exclusively methodological and tendentiously formu- 
lated argument of the Islamic Sciences, from which objective historical 
data can hardly be elicited. 

The same methodological tendency may be detected in the three criteria 
{shurût) employed to assess the validity of a scriptural reading: acceptance 
for cultic purposes required authoritative and collective attestation {tazva- 
turjnagl aUthiqât)y which logically presupposed both agreement with 
the consonantal skeleton of the *Uthmanic recension and grammatical 

* Apud Suyûtî, Itqân i, 211; see above, p. 169. 

* e.g. of Ibn Jazari, apud Suyütî, Itqân i, 215-16. 

3 See above, I pp. 27-9. 

* Bergstrâsser, *Koranlesung’, esp. 20-46; GdQ iii, 104 n. ı, ııo. 

5 ‘Koranlesung’, 20; cf. above, III p, 108 where the ‘reading* was adduced in a quite 
different context. 

® ‘Koranlesung*, 36; anraymcusly adduced by Kalbı, Tafsîr, MS Ayasofya 118, 129** 
ad loc. 

’ iii, 165. 177- 

* See above, pp. 160-3 * chronologicaî conciusions of GdQ iii, 104 n. ı, are derived 
from a historical framework nowhere attested in the collection itself of I^asan’s ‘readings*. 
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feasibility; acceptance for exegetical purposes might waive agreement with 
the consonantal skeleton but such precluded cultic employment: Vj 

The distinction was later defined as that obtaining between mask- 

hür and shâdhdhy terms related, not surprisingiy, to degrees of attestation 
rather than to functional values. Dispute {ikhtilâf) engendered by contra- 
dictory readings or which employed alleged variants as proof-texts, e.g. 
yathurna v. yatahharna ad Q. 2; 222, or lâmastum v. lamastîîm ad Q. 4; 43, 
could always be resolved by the customary reference to attestation, though 
multiple readings were seen by some to reflect the superiority of the 
Qur’ân över other scriptures, whose revelation (and hence, by a curious 

logic, their interpretation) was limited to a single ‘aspect’ {wajh): 

Option in that kind of dispute wâs more often expressed by the term 
ikhtiyâr than by /ary 7 ^quite possibly owing to the suggestion of a tertium 
comparationü in the latter, which was essentially halakhic.^ The extent to 
which the terms were interchangeable must be qualified in the same way as 
employment of the term qiyâs by halakhists and masoretes respectively.^ 
Acknowledgement of a multiple reading meant in theory recognition of a 
multiple revelation (i.e. qiraa was elevated to the status of âyd)^^ an example 
of which was ^ajibta v. ^ajibtu ad Q. 37: 12.^ But an exegete like Zamakh- 
sharî, preoccupied with textual tidiness, found it expedient to rationalize; 
the first-person pronoun must indicate indignation rather than surprise, 
or be interpreted as hypothetical, or be annulled by insertion of ^qul 
Muhammad^J 

The intrusive character of variae lectiones in the exegesis of Muqâtil, 
Kalbı, and Sufyân has been noticed.^ That the Quranic masorah had not 
yet been elaborated could be inferred not only from the paucity in hag- 
gadic exegesis of textual discussion but also from the elliptical form of 
such when found, suggestive of later redactional activity presupposing 
masoretic formulations. For example, Muqâtirs proposal Q. 18: 44 
that One may read toilâya {mülk: dominion) or zvalâya {nuşra: support) is 
found fully documented in Farrâ’.^ Similarly, Muqâtirs interpretation ad 

^ Suyûtî, Itgân i, 213-14, 225; cf. Ibn Qutayba, TatoîU 32; GdQ iii, 129. 

* Suyû^, Itgân i, 226-7, cf. also iv, 193-4; that argument may be compared with the 
antithesis munajjamıjumla toâhiday above, I pp. 36-8. 

^ See above, pp. 187-8; GdQ iii, 107, 129-37. 

* See above, pp. 167-9; cf. Suyû^î, Itgân i, 229 for tarjîh. 

* Suyûçî, Itgân i, 227. 

* See Goldziher, Ricktungen, 21-2: reference T^barî, Tafstr xxiii, 26 ad loc. 

’ Kashshâf iv, 37-8 ad loc.; the third explanation is an application of tagdîr, see beIow, 
pp. 219-21. 

* See above, pp. 127, 132-3, 138- 

’ Muqâtil, Tqfsir, lyo^; Farrâ*, Ma*ântI^Qur^ân ii, 145-6. 
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^ Q. 18: 80 of khashinâ (we feared) as 'alimnâ (we knew) might be thought 
to require the documentation of Farrâ’, in which reference was made to the 
codex of Ubayy.^ As has been noted, ascription of variants to ‘companion’ 
codices was characteristic of masoretic exegesis, in which specific authority 
was sought for traditions up to that point anonymously preserved and 
transmitted. That the equivalence khashinâ'/alimnâ for Q. 18: 80 cannot 
in fact be derived from the codex of Ubayy is hardly surprising;^ some 
impression of the cavalier treatment of ‘companion' codices can be 
gained from comparison of the diametrically opposed views of Ibn Hazm 
and Ibn Hajar on the exact contents of the codex of Abdallâh b. Mas'üd 
(i.e. the presence/absence of the nnıawmdhatân)/ 

For a textual history of Müslim scripture, as opposed to doctrinal 
statements on the formation of the Quranic canon, the parallel passages 
Avhich I have described as *variant traditions’ may be thought relevant.^ 
Unlike the exclusively exegetical variant readings, glosses, interpolations, 
and synonym-equivalences, the variant traditions exhibît at least the com- 
ponents of a process by which scripture was produced from revelation. 
They represent the only material variants within or outside the canonical 
text, and were to some extent so acknowledged in the works of Horovitz 
{Koranische Untersuchungen) and Speyer {Die biblischen Erzâhlungen im 
Qoran). As might be expected, masoretic employment of this material 
was seldom explicit, but one example is Baydâwrs reference for the 
Zechariah traditions ad 19: 10 (three nights) to the complementary 

locution ‘three days’ in Q. 3: 41: ot^ Jİ J Ua» UjIj 

could, on the other hand, be argued that the masoretes’ 

use of both textual analogy and periphrasis involved at least implicit re- 
cognition of variant traditions, perhaps in the form of similar contexts rather 
than as multiple versions of a single narrative. Now, for the transmission 
history of Hebrew scripture the role of the Masoretes is often seen to have 
been mechanical rather than Creative.* That they were working within the 
(perhaps not so confining) limits of a liturgical tradition cannot, and need 
not, be refuted. An essentially consonantal text is, however, susceptible 
of a variety of interpretations, semantic as well as grammatical. Establish- 
ment of a vocalized text wouId othenvise hardly have been necessary. 
Even in the selection of one of two or more purely orthographic altema- 
tives a degree of understanding, and hence of interpretation, was essential. 

* TafsİTy 172*"; Ma*âm*l-Qur*dn iİ, 157. 

^ Cf. Jeffery, Materials^ 144; GdQ iii, 88. 

3 Suyûtî, Iiqân i, 221; GdQ ii, 41-2, iii, 179. ^ See above, I pp. 20-7. 

3 Baydâwî, Amoâr aî-tansni iv, 4, 

* Cf. above, III pp. loo-ı; Barr, Comparative Phiîology, 188-222. 



2o8 


OURANIC STUDIES 


More complex is the character of lingua sacra itself, for which apparently 
simple procedures like punctuation and segmentation could, and often 
did, involve a doctrinal commitment. For the textual history of Müslim 
scripture the activity of the masoretes was not only Creative but productive: 
of postulates which became the foundations of both grammar and lexico- 
graphy.* My use of the phrase ‘masoretic exegesis* is intended to convey 
precisely those Creative and productive aspects of the process by means of 
which revelation became scripture. The creation of a scriptural apparatus 
(masorah) coincided with, or was slightly posterior to, the establishment 
of a scriptural basis for Müslim jurisprudence, and represents acknow- 
ledgement of the authoritative status of revelation as one source of doc- 
trine. The employment of scriptural shatvâhid in halakhic controversy 
required a fixed and unambiguous text of revelation, or at least one in 
vvhich ambiguity was conventionally limited. The result was the Quranic 
Canon. 

The majör premiss of masoretic analogy was insistence upon the con* 
ceptual unity of the Quranic revelation.^ Formulated as the binary opposi- 
tion muhkam:fnutashâbih, that premiss justified comparison of the parts 
to one another and eventually of the whole to its constituent parts. In 
its initial stages the procedure tended to be self-contained: the kind of 
analogy employed was thus deductive, its basic operations were two: 
semantic collation (lexical) and periphrastic restoration (grammatical). 
The first of these found rudimentary but eminently practical expression in 
a work ascribed to Muqâtil b. Sulaymân and entitled Kitâb al-wujüh 
vjal-nazâ'İTy^ alternatively K, tafsir zvujüh al-Qurân and Al-Ashbâh waU 
naîdr {sic) fi tafsir al-Çur^ân,^ AUAshbâh toal-nazûHr,^ Wujüh harf aU 
Çur^âfiy^ the last-named adduced as the title of Muqâtirs 'vvork from which 
the extant recension was made. An undated papyrus fragment of a version 
of this work was published and described by Abbott as earlier than the 
recension preserved in Beyazit 561, itself (like Topkapı Emanet 2050) 
the work of one Abû Naşr, apparently a student of Muqâtil but not the 
transmitter of his other two exegetical treatises.^ Neither her reasons for 
that conciusion, nor her reference to Muqâtil*s ‘linguistic* tafstr, inspire 
confidence.® It would be difficult indeed to characterize Muqâtirs exe- 
getical interests as ‘linguistic\^ and while there may be some connection 

* For the Biblical Masorah Gertner emphasized, in my opinion rightly, the comple- 
mentary relation between punctuation/vocalization/accentuation on the one hand, and 
interpretation on the other: see ‘The Masorah and the Levites*, esp. 244-52. His stress 
upon the Creative work of the Levites may, however, be thought somewhat to restrict 
appreciation of the same quality in the activities of the post-Talmudic Masoretes. 

* See above, pp. 166-70, but also 149-53, 

* GAS i, 37 no. 3; MS Beyazit 561, Emanet 2050. MS Beyazit 561, 

* MS Beyazit 561, I38^ ® MS Emanet 2050, 

’ Abbott, SALP \iy 92-7; see above, pp. 144, 172: Hudhayi b. l^abîb. 

* Abbott, iS^LPii, 96, 95, 106. ® See above, pp. 143-4. 
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, between his teaching and this particular work, I am inclined to regard it 
as an essentially independent composition and as having been composed 
not earlier than the beginning of the third/ninth century. Appearance 
(twice!) of the terin ashbâh in Beyazit 561, but not in Topkapı Emanet 
2050, poses something of a problem, and may represent an attempt to 
classify this treatise with the more or less contemporary mutashâbihi 
mushtabih lexical collections.^ 

The Kitâb al-zvujühwal~nazâ*ir (Beyazit 561) contains 186 lemmata in no 
recognizable order: conceptual schemata rather than separate lexical 
entries. A typical example is the material assembled sub voce wahy\^ 

Ul AİjS tLUji ajl 

Jl Uj^jîj (jUi 

(6; 19) -*j jî^l Jl ^y^iÎJ Jlsj (4: 163) 

Slj öJjUI (J aJjj dllAî ^ji\j (2) 

(i ^ ( 5 - \Jyyj ly-»' üî J' 

Cr» oî J^l 6 jk 

kjı^j^ 01^ JT J dAlJi (3) (16: 68) 

(4) (19- ^^0 \ye^ üt 4 ^^ (Jy 

c*Lo<^ (js" d-UıAj ^iyi 

Jl J JUj (41: 12) U^î 

(jij Sı ci cJy? (^* ^12) (Jy 

-^yb (s) (^- 12^) ^Ujl (J1 

w ütj ^yj '-^1 ti yy yy' 

(99 ‘ 5) ly Thus, for five allegedly distinct uses of the term zoahy, 
nine scriptural passages were adduced: 

1. İVaf^: revelation (Q. 4:163, 6:19) 

2. Wahy: inspiratİon (îZAûto) (Q. 5: ııı, 16: 68) 

3. IFûÂy: writing(^Vö&)(Q. 19: ıı) 

4. îVafıy: command(amr)(Q. 41: 12, 6: 112, 6:121) 

5. Wahy: speech {qawl){Q. 99: 5) 

Selection of the verses was arbitrary; of seventy-two occurrences in the 
Qur’ân of a finite form of the verb atvhâ and six of the substantive wahyy 
not more than five, possibly six, separate contexts can be elicited, and those 
correspond roughly to the five ‘aspects’ {wujüh) of Beyazit 561. But some 
qualification, as well as differentiation, is necessary. The first aspect 


* See beîow, pp. 212-16. 


* MS Beyazit 561, 94*’-5\ 
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(revelation) is, for example, logically misleading since, as a descriptive 
term for divine communication, it must inciude the remaining four 
aspects. Strictly interpreted, the definition of revelation as ‘that mediated 
by Gabriel to the prophets’ cannot be reconciled with Müslim doctrine 
on the modes of revelation, but if that difficulty is overlooked, zoahyjaîvhâ 
as ‘revelation* will account for a quarter of its Quranic occurrences (of 
which seven refer to Moses, and five to Noah).* For the second aspect 
(inspiration) the traditional îoaıs probans was indeed Q. ı6: 68; inciusion 
here of Q. 5: ııı presupposed a sophisticated distinction between pro- 
phets and apostles, but one well established in the tradition of Judaeo- 
Christian polemic, possibly the source of the semantic equivalence toahy: 
ilhâm,^ Logically, the passages alluding to demonic inspiration (Q. 6: 
112, 6: izi) belong here and not under the fourth aspect (command/ 
decree), which exhibits zvahy as manifestation of the divine will in creation. 
For that function of zvahy^ Q. 41: 12 is appropriate, as would have been 
inciusion of Q. 99:5, Use of the latter to illustrate the fifth aspect (speech) 
is curious. In fact, a separate function of zvahy as speech is only signifi- 
cant as one component of the contrast between the fifth aspect and the 
third (writing), for which the choice of Q. 19; ıı might seem singularly 
inappropriate .3 Incidentally, the confusion here between Süras 3 and 19 
seems to reveal uncertainty about the place of variant traditions in the 
canon,^ That for the third aspect kitâb cannot be ‘decree* seems clear 
from the separate listing of the fourth aspect. ^ The intended reference 
may have been to zvahy as scripture, for which Q. 17: 39, ı8: 27, 20: 114, 
29: 45, ete. could be proposed. And Q. 19: ıı would illustrate wahy as 
speech. Absent from the lexical analysis in Beyazit 561 is the notion of 
zvahy as dispateh {irsâl)y for which Q. 42: 52 might have been adduced.^ 
The polysemy of zvahy in the document of revelation is thus attested, but 
in a manner clearly anterior to the elaboration of sophisticated semantic 
analysis. 

That example is characteristic of the ı 861 emmata: with the exception 
of eleven items (the particles: li, sitoây hal^ fi, min, aw, am, fazvga, mâ, 
hattâ, and illâ) ali may be deseribed, within the framework of lingua 
sacra, as theological concepts, e.g. hudan, kufr, £n, ithm, dalâl, şirât, ete. 
But the principle by means of which the several uses of each were differen- 
tiated was of broader linguistic application: namely, the reference to con- 
text. However inappropriate the aetual lod probantes might seem, the 
number of SLspects(tmjüh) for any particular item approximates very closely 
to the number of scriptural contexts in which the locution appeaı^. The 

' See above, I pp. 33-8. 2 See above, II pp. 58-9, 

* Thus Ibn Qutayba, Ta*zmîj 373-4 s.v, zvahy, 

* Cf. e.g. Baydâwî on the same subject, above p. 207. 

* See above, II pp, 76-7. 

® That sense was adduced by Ibn Qutayba, Ta^tunl, 373-4, using Q. 6: 19. 
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lexical data thus isolated might more accurately be described as reference 
rather than as information.' This kind of lexicography was exclusively 
concemed to elucidate scriptural imagery, and bence avowedly exegetical. 
The type, exemplified in the primary title of Beyazıt 561, K, al-zoujüh 
wal~nazâ^iry became a genre of exegetical literatüre and a basic com- 
ponent of the masorah. Ascription of its origins to Muqâtil was occasionally 
explicit.^ Malati, too, in his K, Tanbih ascribed to Muqâtil a series of 
semantic equivalences in which much of the scriptural lexicon was reduced 
to a limited number of Standard synonyms.^ But the method employed 
there was the obverse of Muqâtirs *aspects’: only one ‘meaning’ was ad- 
duced for each scriptural concept in whatever context (cf. the introductory 
formula: kullshay"fi^l~Qur^ân .. .ycCni, .,). The material inciudes most of 
what I have designated minimal units of explication, e.g. kadhâlîka:hâka- 
dkây ladaynâıHndanâ, la'allaAikay,^ but also several which presupposed a 
rather more complex interpretation, e.g. khâtam:tab\ ghuluf.akinna,^ 
In that arrangement the informing principle was not ‘aspect’ {wajhj 
wujûh) but ‘analogue* {nazîr}nazâHr). Both methods are illustrated in 
Suyütî’s chapter on al-zoujûh toaUnazâHr, in which the nazâ^ir {Jıull shay* fi 
*l-Qur*ân) were qualified by specifying the exceptions to their general 
‘meanings’.^ Thus gradually, a more or less fîxed pattem of semantic 
distribution •was elaborated for the lexicon of scripture which inciuded 
both polysemes and/or homonyms {tvujüh) and synonyms {nazâ^ir)J 
Though the early stages of the process exhibit a concem primarily with 
substantives, the dozen or so purely grammatical elements in Beyazit 
561 generated a similar but separate treatment of particles {adâtjadazoât)^ 
which in Suyûti’s treatise ranged from the interrogative hamza to the 
vocative yâ.^ 

The earliest uses of the term na^r vary:® in the works ascribed to 
Muqâtil the ‘analogy’ is explicitly textual, e.g. for bâkhVun nafsaka (Q. z 6 : 
3 ad 18: 6), for shatatan (Q. 38: 22 and 72: 4 ad 18: 14), and for şaffan 
(Q. 20: 64 ad 18; 48).^^ In Bayazit 561 the term nazır occurs passim, 
always, and not unexpectedly in view of the nature of the collection, to 
introduce an analogy based upon an identical word or phrase, In both 
H. Hüsnü 17 and Beyazit 561 the term was employed interchangeably 

^ See above, p. 142, aod IIÎ, pp. 99-100. ^ e.g. Suyûtî, Itgân ii, 121. 

2 See above, pp. 165-6; Maİatî, Kitâb al-tanbıhy 56-63. 

■« See above, pp. 129-30. ^ Cf. above, II pp. 64-5 and 72-3, respectively. 

® Itgâriy navf 39: ii, 121-39(122-31 and 132-9, respectively); these specifically masoretic 
terms are not to be confused with the later juridical ashbâh though the prin¬ 

ciple of analogy underlying them is of course the same, cf. Schacht, Introduction, 1 14, 265. 

’ The type had an ancient pedigree from the Hellenistic schools of rhetoric and became 
eventually a source for both halakhic and masoretic exegesis, cf. Daube, ‘Rabbinic 
methods’, 241 n. 7; and Würthwein, Text, 21-2 (e.g, Okhia we-okhla), 

* Itgdn, natc* 40: ii, 140-259. ^ See above, pp. 127, 143, 169-70. 

Muqâtil, Tafsir, MS H. Hüsnü 17, 167^ ı68% 170^, respectively. 
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with mithluhâ and ka-qawUhi: ‘textual analogies’ were derived exclusıvely 
from the text of scripture. The significance of that method emerges from 
comparison of Muqâtil with his contemporary Sufyân Thawrî, The latter’s 
use of analogy, introduced not by nazir, but rather by ka‘qawlîhi or 
mithiu {qawlihi)y was limited to scriptural shatoâMd but not to litteratim 
constructions. For example, the connection between Q. 2: 28 and 40: ıı 
derives from the fact/assertion of resurrection but not from linguistic 
expression of that fact/assertion in those passages.^ Similarly, acknow- 
ledgement of divine creation is the only link between Q. 3: 83 and 43: 87, 
and no attempt was made to elucidate the grammatical and lexicaİ charac- 
teristics of one passage by reference to the other.^ In the work of Sufyân, 
as it has been preserved, masoretic material is unmistakably intrusive, and 
the same may be said at least of MuqâtiFs Tafsir (H. Hüsnü 17).^ The 
relationship of Beyazit 561 to Muqâtil is, as has been noted, problematic: 
its contents, like the lexical data ascribed to Muqâtil by Malatî, signal the 
beginning, rather than the end or a stage along the way, of the exegetical 
development which I have called masoretic. With that development the 
term nazir came to designate syntactical/grammatical analogue generally, 

and not merely with reference to the language of scripture. For example, 
in Farrâ* Q. 49: ıı jIjJjSC oî was proposed as ncmr to the 
construction with an auxiliary verb in 18: 31 The analogy 

was thus based upon scriptural usage but not upon an identicai phrase. 
Similarly, Zamakhsharî introduced with nazir an analogy to Q. 4:48 1 j| 

frUiu tLUi L Aj ol jjJo V from the usm loguendt 

{qawlukd) tUo ^ jloJJI JIo V o| by means of 

which the ellipsis in the scriptural passage could be resolved.® In Farrâ’ 
are found also the locutions mitkla, ka-qawlihiy and wa-hiya bi-manzilat 
qawliht, but more often than not to introduce analogies based upon identicai 
wording.* It was that method which remained characteristically masoretic 
and in which exegetical use of the term nazir had originated. 

From delimitation of homonyms/polysemes and synonyms it was but 
a short step to a distributional analysis of Ouranic diction. Its formative 
principle was designated mushtabih (variant: mutashâbih)J The earliest 
collection of data organized according to that principle is ascribed to the 
masorete and (seventh) ‘canonical reader’ Kisâ 1 (d. 189/804).^ The work 

* Sufyân, Tafsir, 3. 2 Sufyân, Tafsir, 37, 

* See above, pp, 132—3^ 138. ♦ Ma'dnî *UQi4r*ân ii, 141—2. 

® Kashshâf i, 519-20: an altemative to his resolution of the construction by taqdtr, 

cf. Wansbrough, ‘Periphrastic exegesis*, 259, and below, pp. 219-24. 

® Ma'ânt *UQur'ân ii, 137, 157. 5, respectively. 7 See above, pp. 157, 165. 

* GAS1, 17, 48; MS Beyazit 436, entitled Kitâb mushtabikât al~Qur‘ân, but given 70*“ 
as Kitâb al-Mutashâhih‘, see also GdQ iii, 180, 188, and^âsnm. 
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consists of serial enumeration by sûra of locutions which occur önce, 
twice, and from three to ten,^ fifteen, and twenty times in the text of the 
Canon. Appropriate illustration is provided by the material assembled 

under the heading‘once’for Sürat aUBaqara'? • lJâJ\ ^ 

6Î;ÂJ1 y\^j (2: 21) \jX^\ (^bJl L^U 

^ (2* ^3) 1-^3 üIjâJI jj Luj (2: 23) 

ûT;âJ! JL.J (2:41) tUl cJjJÎ Uj IjjuIj I4JJ ^ jT^l 

ÖL2JI jLj (2: 61) j?JI ^ 

Lı,aJl_5 ^ (21 62) LyoJl_j 

^ L^j oljjjü^ üTyJI yUj (2: 80) S.5jjı^ UUÎ VI jUl ^ 

Jj '^3 ü3^?i^ Vj jT^l yUj (2: 86) üjj^ ^ Vj 

^ juo 41 , oî^t J ^ (2: 100) dj^j^ V 

dJJüT ^,.4^ IjJuj I4JJ iitU L Jjü oT/JI ^L«,3 (2: 120) 

1^3 ffr4^3J3 üT^I (2: 129) A« 5 c?tJ!j i^bSOl 

JaI Lj 14^3 üİ^I y^j (2: 150) (J3"^^3 !Aî 

aJl^ ^ Vj I4-İJ Ai AJUİ ÖÎ; 4 ! jîU*J (2: 173) AAİİ Ai 

(2: 185) (JİS^ t3^3 ^4 î:* 3 *dl# olj^l ci ^^^3(2* ^73) 

oT^l jli^j (2: 218) Ij^U (^5*^13 ûi I4-A9 ‘dt, (1)1^1 ei 

OÎ^I yUj (2; 271) ^ I4JJ aJ 13>^^3 

yl -«3 (2: 17*^) U I4JJ 

b («V) cJij l^cij *jc^3 (2* 35) 14^ UîA? l^-^3 

. 4 ı. oT^l J ^ (2: 233) ^ UİSJ V (2: 35) dUjjj CJÎ 

in this passage twenty-one instances of ‘unique’ phraseology were 
adduced, and in ali but one (the second example for Q. 2: 35) their unique- 
ness either reiterated {laysa fi *l-Qur^dn mithluhujghayruhu: 2: 100, 2: 173, 
2: 185, 2: 233) or contrasted \vith what is apparently ‘normal' Quranic 
usage {wa-sffir al-Qur'ân . . .). The contrasts thus established are not 
semantic but grammatical, and turn upon the presence/absence of particles 
and prepositional phrases, variation in word order, in inflexion, and in 
orthography. As in the lexical collations of Beyazit 561 and similar works, 
the shatvâhid are entirely scriptural, and no effort was made to justify a 
particular construction by reference to usage outside the Qur'ân. On the 
other hand, the selection of contrasts might be thought arbitrary: the 
locution u^budü rabbakum (Q. 2: 21) appears also in Q. 22: 77 and, in a 
slightly expanded form, in 5: 72 and 5: 117. If it is the apostrophe yâ 
ayyuka 'l-nâs which is here operative, that appears in combination with 


* Read so, for *eleven% 6ı\ 


* Kitâh mushtahihât al~Qur*ân, ı^— 3 ^ 
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ittaqü rabbakum only three times (Q. 4: ı, 22: ı, 31: 33), from which a 
stylistic norm can hardly be elicited. Rather more valuable would have 
been reference to the contrast between Q. 2: 21 and the collocation of 
yâ ayyuka *lladhîna âmanü as the mode of address with the imperative 
iiiagü "llâh{e.g. Q. 2: 278, 5: 35, 9: 119, 33: 70, 49: ı). But isolation and 
comparison of formulaic phraseology as an exercise in literary analysis 
was not the author’s purpose, though the material assembled here may be 
useful to that end. Acknowledgement of variants in the form of inflexion 
(Q. 2; 62, but also 22: 17; only 5: 69 has casus rectus) and of orthography 
(Q. 2: 150, but the altemative spelling occurs only twice, in 5: 3 and 5: 44) 
exhibits concern for the conceptual unity of scripture, noticed above for 
the Iexical category of îvujûk That acknowledgement emerges very clearly 

â fi 

from the inciusion here of Q. 2: 233, whose locution uilü* and 
attendant pointing with the intemal passive may profitably be compared 

with the occurrence of Uiî lJISo/lJİ 5 o V in 2: 286, 6: 152, 7: 42, 23: 

t 

62, 65: 7, but also 4; 84 dLoİj VI lJİSo V* Like the variant traditions, 

of which these instances represent the formal aspect, the textual variations 
preserved in the canon might be thought to throw some light on the forma- 
tion of Müslim scripture.^ In Kisâ^î’s work the principle of mushtabihât 
was sound, its application fragmentary. Subsequent elaboration of the 
genre provided more complete coverage of the phenomenon.^ It may 
plausibly be argued that the collation of mushtabihât reflects awareness, on 
the part of the masoretes, not only of the Qur’ân’s stylistic homogeneity 
but also of its structural idiosyncrasies, and finally, of the necessity to 
explain these in terms of intrinsic analogies. 

An example is Q. 2; 35 dJUjjj cujÎ U Lüij 

^;^lkll ^ ûOa Uytü Vj Iciâ İJ^j incompletely and 

incorrectly adduced by Kisâ’L That the verse is a variant of the Adam 
tradition in Q. 7: 19 ^ aıJI dU-jjj cdî 

^ öAa 4^* Vj hardly requires demonstra- 

tion. Juxtaposition of the two verses, not as maşüMf but as mushtabihât^ 
generated the foIlowing exegesis; because in the first verse the divine 
command was to ‘dwell and feast’, the co-ordinating conjunction {wa-) 
was employed to link the two actions as one divine favour, the limitless 
extent of which is emphasİ2ed in the terms ‘copiously’ {raghadan) and 
‘wherever you like’ (haythuski^tumâ); in the second verse the command 
was to ‘take (up) residence, then nourishment’, separate actions requiring 

* See above, pp. 207-8. 

® See Suyûîî, Itgâriy navi' 63: iii, 339-44, and the late works mentioned there, 339, 
to which may be added Râghîb Işfahânî, Hail mutashabihât al~Qur^ân. 
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to be temporally distinguished by the subordinating conjunction 
its restricted largess expressed by omission of ‘copiously’ and by 
insertion of a limiting preposition {min) before ‘wherever you like\* 
Whatever suspicions that interpretation might provoke, it ought to 
be quite clear that the presence of doublets in the text of scripture 
could not be an embarrassment. But ali such material, absence of 
which could reduce the size of the canon by forty to fifty per çent, lends 
itself admirably to the kind of documentary analysis proposed for the 
Shu*ayb traditions and the ‘double-garden’ imagery,^ That in the Müslim 
tradition recourse was had not to documentary analysis, but to exegesis, 
may be illustrated by considering the number of Mu^tazilites responsible 
for works in the genre of mushtaMhâtlmutashâbihât,^ An element of rhetori- 
cal criticism is also evident, at least in the later development of the genre. 
Repetition in scripture came to be described and evaluated in specifically 
aesthetic terms, and textual variation regarded as stylistic embellishment. 
The technical vocabulary formulated to that end, e.g. munâsabajirtibât 
(filiation) and tafannun (elegant variation), presupposed the structural 
integrity of a sbgle document of revelation.^ That terminological refine- 
ment, not yet expressed in the work of Kisâ'i, reflected the doctrine of 
Vjâz aUQur^ân, a post-masoretic phenomenon. Önce acknowledged as an 
appropriate object of rhetorical analysis, the text of scripture was safely 
removed from the danger of dissolving into its original and fragmentary 
components,® 

The exegetical procedures symbolized by the terms zoujüh, naza ir^ and 
fmıshtabihâtjmuiashâbihât were derived from a view of scripture as self- 
contained and self-explanatory. The logic of that view rested implicitly 
upon acknowledgement of lîn^a sacra as a special mode of communica- 
tion. The schemata of revelation were, so to speak, mi generis and could 
gain littie or nothing by reference to the elements of normal linguistic 
usage. To describe that mode of communication as the 'word of God’ 
might be thought perversely dogmatic, but points none the less to the 
fundamental distinctiveness of the literary expression which is the subject 
of these studies. The manner in which originally or basically neutral 
elements in language (if such can ever be said to exist) achieve separate 
reality as the ingredients of fixed and traditional imagery (whether or not 
‘scriptural’) is well known: ali ‘meaning^ is related to context. Thus, 
the most recent attempt to analyse the lexicon of Müslim scripture derives 
from a semasiology not appreciably different in kind from that underiying 
the ‘aspects’ of Beyazit 561: namely, Allard’s Analyse conceptuelle du 

* Suyûtî, Itqân iii, 340. 

3 See GAS i, 618-19, 622, 626, but also 13, 44. 

^ Suyûtî, Itqân İii, 340, 342, and naw^ 62: iii, 322-38. 

* See below, pp. 227—46, and above, II pp. 77-83. 


^ See above, I pp. 20-7. 
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Coran sur cartes perforees (1963).* Though the author was unable to resist 
inciuding in his 430 cards some irrelevant information (e.g. the ‘chrono- 
logy’ of revelation under (B) Cadre\ the results Avhich can be obtained 
from manipulation of his System are comparable to those elicited from a 
literary analysis (recurrent phraseology, as opposed to separate lexical 
items, is unfortunately accessible only through non-literary headings: 
anthropologie, tMologie^ ithique-'Teligiori). To establish, quickly and con- 
veniently, statistics on conceptual distribution, the method is admirably 
suited; to anyone at ali familiar with Müslim scripture the results are 
invariably predictable (e.g. quantitative emphasis upon the ‘Mosaic 
syndrome’ in Quranic prophetology).^ 

Now, in the Müslim exegetical tradition efforts to clarify the lexicon and 
imagery of scripture were not always confined to the material of the 
document itself. It is difficult, if not altogether impossible, to determine 
chronologically the point at which the problems of lingua sacra could be 
fruitfully referred to the data of profane literatüre. From what appear to 
be its earliest attested stages, the procedure was at first essentially lexical 
and methodologically atomistic. Lexical treatment in haggadic exegesis 
seldom consisted of more than a straightforvvard equivâlence adduced 
without authorities, occasionally of a foreign etymology for €xotica and 
hapax legomena, both practices hardly altered by the halakhists.^ For neither 
may sporadic reference to 'Abdallâh b. 'Abbâs be understood as appeal 
to an authority especially qualified in the sphere of lexicology. And yet, 
the origins of literatüre concemed specifically with the scriptural lexicon, 
not solely as the expression of theological concepts but as communication 
drawing upon the resources of a national language, are almost always 
connected with his name.-* At least three titles of such works have been 
preserved: Kitâb gharîb al~Qur^ân, KitabjBayân lughât al~Qur*âny and 
Masffil Nâfi i, Azraq> The substance of the material designated by these 
titles has been transmitted in several scarcely varying recensions, and is 
synoptically accessible in Suyûtî’s Itqân.^ Whether or not the Berlin MS 
Petermann II, 405 is an extract from Suyûtî, may, in view of the wide- 
spread transmission of the material and of the legendary stature of Ibn 
*Abbâs, be thought quite without significance.'^ 

The coUection of Iexical explanations known as MasâHI Nâfi^ b. Azrag 
exhibits an exegetical method considerably posterior to the activity of 

* Cf. also Allard, ‘Une M^thode nouvelîe*, 5-21; a primitive, because dependent upon 
non^linguistic data, appİicatîon of ‘contextual semantics’ may be seen in Izutsu, Ethico- 
religious Concepts, 

* Allard, ‘Une M^thode nouvelîe*, 19. 

3 See above, pp. 124, 143, and 181, 182, respectively. 

* See Goldziher, Rkhtungen^ 69-71. s GAS i, 27-8 nos. 2, 4, 3, respectively. 

® Itqdn, naw* 36; ii, 6-46, 47-54, 55-88. 

7 MS Petermann 11 , 405, 93-101, and Itqân ii, 55-88; cf. GAS i, 27 no. t vs. GALy 
Suppl. I, 331, and Mittwoch, ‘Ahlwardt No. 683*, 339-44, 
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Ibn *Abbâs(d. 68/687): namely, the reference of rare or unknown words 
in scripture to the great corpus of early Arabic poetry.^ That method was 
in fact so conscientiously and consistently applied in the MasâHI as to 
provoke the question whether the real purpose of the Avork was not to 
furnish an ancient and honourable pedigree for what became, with the 
masoretes, a very important exegetical principle. Lexicology, like the other 
Islamic Sciences, was ultimately defined in terms of traditional authority, 
with the customary reference to the linguistic competence of the com- 
panions of the prophet: what they did not know could not be known.* 
That one of those companions, Ibn *Abbâs, should be able for each of 190 
Quranic locutions^ to çite a verse from JâhiK or Mukhadramî poets (many 
anonymous) was indeed an accomplishment worthy of pote. Suspicion of 
a tour de force is corroborated by appearance of the same lexica in other 
scriptural vocabulary lists, also ascribed to Ibn 'Abbâs but without 
poetic shazüâhid,^ That principle of which the Masâ'il represent an ahnost 
polemical expression was explicitly articulated in dicta attributed to Ibn 

^Abbâs: vyJt ^ I (Poetry is the register of the Arabs, sciL of their 
language)® or, in more detail, to 'Umar b. Khattab: 5 ^ jU-iL 

1 x 5 ^ (Leam the poetry of the Jâhiliyya, for there you will 

find the interpretation of your scripture).^ Similar exhortation, but here 
chronologically unexceptionable, was ascribed to Tabarî, Sharîf Murtadâ, 
and Jubbâ’î ,7 by whose dates the practice was well established. That it was 
not so prior to the third/ninth century is, in my opinion, very significant.^ 
A Virtual terminııs a quo may be elicited from Ibn Hishâm’s recension of 
the Sıra : e.g. for bâkhıun nafsaka in Q. 18: 6 a line from Dhû Rumma was 
adduced, for shafatan in 18:14 a verse from A'sha.^ Application there was 
exclusively lexical, and thus provides a neat contrast to the haggadic 
method of dealing with the vocabulary of scripture. In Bukhârî’s K. 
Tafsîr only one line of poetry (anonymous) was cited, for la-amoâhun 
in Q. 9: ıi4.^®In Müslim a single verse was adduced, at Q. 7: 31," and in 
Tirmidhî none in an exegetical sense.Poetry vras very occasionally cited, 
for lexical explanation, in the works of the halakhists, such as Jaşşâş and 

> See above, pp. 142-3, and III, 97-102. ® e.g. Suyûtî, Itqân ii, 3-4. 

3 Not 140, as in Mittwoch, op. cit. 342. 

♦ e.g. Suyûtî, Itqân ii, 6-54, and see belo'w, pp. 218-19. 

* Suyûtî, Itqân ii, 55; cf. Goldziher, Richtungen^ 70 esp. n. 3: there is on the contrary 
every reason for not accepting the authenticity of that report. 

® Goldziher, op. cit. 69 n. 4. ^ Goldziher, op. cit. 92, 116, 130, respectively. 

® Pace Nöldeke, BSS, u n. 6; cf. GdQ ii, 192 (revised and appropriately sceptical). 

® Ibn Hishâm, Sıra i, 302, 304. BuÛıârî, Şcdıth iii, 248. 

** Müslim, Şahth viii, 244. 

A line ascri^d to the prophet was incidentally inciuded ad Q. 53; 32, in Tirmidhî, 
Şahth xii, 173, a gratuitous insertion comparable to the line from Hassan b. Thâbit ad 
Q. 24: 15, in Bukhârî, Şahth iii, 297. 
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Ibn *ArabL The earliest exegetical composition in which poetic shatvâhid 
were regularly employed is the McCâni ^l-Qur^ân of Farrâ* (d. 207/822).* 
But there application of the principle was not limited to lexts: grammatical 
phenomena were also justified by reference to profane literatüre. For 
example, the locution wa-iqâm al-şalât in Q. 24: 37 required, in the view 
of Farra\ to be explained as an apocopate perraitted by status comtructuSy 
i.e. for içâmat aUşalâL An anonymous verse containing Hda ^l-amt for 
^idaia ^l~amr was adduced in support of the contention.^ The technique 
could be extended also to syntactical problems, accessory to the peri- 
phrastic principle known as taqdirlmajâz.^ 

In the related field of profane lexicography a parallel and contem- 
poraneous practice has been noted: in Khalfl’s Kitâh al- Ayn verses of 
ninety-nine poets together 'vvith some anonymous lines were adduced in 
support of the tıstıs loguendu^ For the scriptural lexicon, however, there 
appears to have been some opposition to that method.s One title recorded 
for the collection othenvise known as Masail NâJV 6. Azraq is Kitab 
gharib al-Qu/âny^ but a separate work, also entitled K, gharib al-Qur'ân 
and also ascribed to Ibn *Abb§s, does not contam the Masffil and does not 
employ poetic shatvâhid ^ It is instead a plaidoyer for the exclusively Arabic 

vocabulary of scripture, an argument set out in the following preface;^ ^ 

U j:A c)l***4 cJ^ cİ 

dtîij ^ ^^4 VI LLT" au)l Jj^î Uj 

iiJJl Uijj Sâ) iij aA y^ 

aJaJUcj V J-^Vl UU oUUt. The conflicting interpreta- 

tions of Q. 14: 4 and the ambiguity of the locution lisân ^ ar ahi have been 
remarked.^ A sentiment similar to that of Ibn 'Abbâs was attributed to 

Sufyân Thawrî: pP ^^4 Vl tjyj ^,*ovvhile 

Muqâtil reported, on the authority of Sa'îd b. Jubayr that ali languages 
were represented in the Qur’ân: öT^sJI J UJ3İÎ Vl İjÜ J L.” 

The latter view was amplified by Suyütî to assert the universality of Mu- 
hammad’s ınission: olj ^ :Ai(Q- H-' 4) . . . JS" Jl ^1 UİjIj 

^ See above, p. 150. 

2 Ma*âm *l-Qur^dn ii, 254 ad loc.; cf. VoUers, Volkssprache, 156-7. 

3 See below, pp. 223-4* ** Wil(i, Dos Kitâh al-Airiy esp. 42-51. 

3 Cf. Suyû^, Itqân ii, 55; and see below, pp. 223-4. 

* Mittwoch, *AhIwardt No. 683*, 341. 

7 GAS i, 27 no. 2; MS Atıf Efendi 2815. 8 ]viS Atıf Efendi 2815, ıo2^ 

® See above, II pp. 53, 81, III pp. 98-9. 

Apud Suyûtî, Itqân i, 130. 

Muqâtil, Tafsity MS H. Hüsnü 17, 173^ at the end of Sürat al-Kahf; cf. ltqân ii, 106. 
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jA A-jji i«L <j|^ Oİj JS^ oLJ ^ ^ 

Some portion of the contradiction was neutralized by resort to the notions 
of coincidence betvveen languages {tawâfuqjtawârud al-lughât) and assimi- 
lation {tarih) ascribed to Ibn *Abbâs and Abü 'Ubayd.^ The concept 
of ‘püre Arabic’ {Şarabî mah^ forcefully asserted by Abü "Ubayda became 
an axiom of masoretic exegesis.^ The link with Ibn 'Abbâs was, however, 
maintained. The third work of lexical character ascribed to him is entitled 
Bayan lughât al-Çur^ânjaULughât fi U-Qur*âny^ at least one manuscript 
version of which contains the same material as K, gharîb aUQuf'âny with 
an identical preface.^ They are a compilation by sûra of Standard lexical 
explanations, unaccompanied by authorities or hd probantes, either from 
scripture itself or from profane literatüre, and similar to the list of such 
transmitted from Ibn "Abbas vîa Tabarî by SuyntL* The Central position 
occupied by Ibn 'Abbâs in the Itighâtjgharîb literatüre emerges from exami- 
nation of the data collected by Sezgin for those tides: we are confronted 
not by several independent traditions but by scarcely discemible variations 
of a single tradition.^ The lexical data extracted from Bukhârî and alpha- 
betically assembled by 'Abd al-Bâqî contains the same Standard material, 
and belongs to the same collective tradition.® It was not until elaboration 
of the genre by Ibn Outayba (d. 276/889) and Sijistânî (d. 330/942) that the 
traditional stock was refurbished, substantially and methodologically.® 

More important for the Quranic masorah than either variant reading 
or lexical explanation was the analysis of grammar and syntax represented 
by the exegetical principle taqdtrİ7najâz. The earliest formulation of that 
principle is found in the work of Abû 'Ubayda (d. 209/824) entitled Majâz 
al~Qur^ân,^^ In an introductory chapter the author enumerated thirty- 
nine kinds of majâz occurring in the text of scripture, illustrated by sixty 
shawâhidy ten of them adduced twice, to different ends." Abü 'Ubayda’s 
typology inciudes six categories of grammatical and syntactical phenomena, 
of which three contain Solutions proposed to more or less straightfonvard 
textual problems, i.e. lems (no. 28), varia lectio (nos. 27, 29, 38), and con- 
cord (nos, 4-13). Characteristic of the last-named category are expIanations 

* Itqân ii, 107. 

^ Cf. Suyûtî, Itqân ii, 105, 108-19; see Kopf, ‘Foreign. words^ 191-205, esp. 202-4; 
and id., *Reİigious influences*, esp. 34-8, 40-5. 

^ e.g. Abû 'Ubayda, Majâz <d~Qur*ân i, 8, 17, 

^ GAS i, 28 no. 4; MS Esad Efendi 91; I have not seen Munajjid’s edition of the 
^Shiriyya MS (Cairo, 1946). 

5 i.e. MS Atif Efendi 2815; this preface is at 104** of MS Esad Efendi 91, 

* Itgânii, 6-46. ’ See GASiy Indices: BückertiteL 

* 'Abd aî-Bâqî, Mujam gharîh âl~Qur^ân, 1-233. 

® GAS i, 48 and 43-4, respectiveîy, 

GAS i, 48; ed. Sezgin, see Wansbrough, Teriphrastic exegesis*, 248. 

” Abû 'Ubayda, Majâz aI-QuT*ân i, 8-16: set out with translation in Wansbrough, op. 
cit. 248-54 (where the locution awlâ laka fa-awlây Q. 75 : 34, under nos. 17 and 20, may 
better be rendered ‘Woe unto thee, woe*, see Zamakhsharî, Kashshâf vv, 664 ad loc.). 
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involving a constructio ad sensunîy employed to neutraUze contradiction 
between formal and conceptual reference to nnmber, person, and gender, 

e.g. Q. 22: 5 (no. 4) (VUİ^Î) In another category, ellipsis 

(nos. i“3), the same concept was employed to justify periphrastic restora- 
tion. One example of the latter deserves notice, Q. 12: 82(no.2)((Jjtsî) 

IdJÎ (J j kn? ^ Insertionof‘theinhabitants 

of’ before ‘village’, and of ‘those in’ before ‘caravan’ is not really essential 
to understanding the passage, but indicates, rather, the author’s conscious- 
ness of a metaphorical construction. It is thus quite uniike the other 
illustrations of ellipsis inciuded there (Q. 38: 6, 2: 26, 39: 73) and quali- 
tatively distinguished from the examples of irregular concord. But a further 
category of majâz (nos. 14-23, 26) contains a number of rhetorical pheno- 
mena, e.g. jktio personae^ apostrophe, chiasmus, from which together 
with Q. 12: 82 it would be tempting to infer that for Abû 'Ubayda the 
term majâz designated figurative usage. That it did not, however, seems 
clear from the bulk of his 60 loci probantes^ and in particular for the 
category of idiom and/or solecism exhibited in nos. 24, 25, 30-7, most 
especially no. 39. Here majâz represents the rationalization of careless 
style, of syntactical ambiguity, even of granunatical error, by means of 
restoration according to the norms of scriptural usage. 

The method is, at least implicitly, that underİ5dng the type of analpis 
identified by mushtabihât^ The functional confusion between nomen 
regens and nomen rectum exhibited in Q. 28: 76(no. 24) and 2:171 (no. 25) 
required justification: occurrence of the second example in the text of 
scripture is fairly frequent.^ Variable function of particles (no. 30), as in 
Q. 2: 26, 20; 71, 83: 2, and 43: 51-2, was explained by a series of arbitrary 
but not quite irresponsible equations, fawqahâ:dünakâf fîı^alâ, ete. 

On the other hand, Q. 79: 30 UU.İ dUİ (^) Juo involved a 

dogmatic postulate relevant to the ehronology of divine creation and was 
recognized as one of the ‘Standard puzzles’ of scripture substitution of 
‘together with’ for ‘after’ was thus, in the precise sense of the term, exe- 
getical. The presence of particles (nos. 31-3) was in the examples here 
adduced (Q. 83: 1-3, ı: 5, 16: 98) exclusively granunatical, and in the 
first two majâz represented the resolution of synthetic construetions. With 
regard to the third, it might well be argued that the absence/presence of bi 
after gara^ay contrasted in Q. 16: 98 and 96: ı, is not merely not optional 
but refleets, indeed, a semantic distinetion. Conversely, the majâz proposed 

for Q, 20: 69(no. 36)cjl) Uil indicated a genuine, 
and frequent, option, which may be regarded as stylistic rather than 

* See above, pp. 312-15. » See above, III pp. 113-41, 

3 As, for exampîe, in Muqâtil, Tafur, MS BM Or. 6333; see above, p. 164, no. 3. 
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grammatical. Common, or optional, gender for collectives (no. 34) can be 
demonstrated by referenceto Q, 26: 105 ^ 

but not of course to 16: 66 J J jjj 

(l^Jjlaj). Finally, the incondnnity exhibited in Q. 73: 18 (no. 35) tU^I 
(ui 5 ^l) and 55: 19 ... 22 (no. 37) . . . ^ 

oU.j^lj JJJAIİ (UaJ^I L4JU could not seriously be inter- 

preted as figurative usage or even stylistic option. Their presence in this 
coUection, like that of nos. 24 and 25 (Q. 28: 76 and 2; 171), can only be 
justified by a principle of inciusion which took account of passages 
requiring textual eraendation. 

Now, the possibility of error in the text of scripture, whether as 
ungrammatical usage {lahn) or lapsus calami {khatâ* al-kutîâb), was ulti- 
mately rejected.* In a transparently dogmatic discussion of two celebrated 

dicta, One attributed to 'A’isha: cjbSül J cjlSOl and 

the other to 'Uthn^: \jİjJCa.İ ^1 JÜ Ujj^ V, Suyûtî argued from 

the authority of Ibn Anbârî and Ibn Ashtah, as well as from his own 
conviction, that neither report could be true since (0) the eloquence(/(WûAa) 
of Muhammad’s contemporaries was well known, (i) other equally well- 
known and better accredited traditions demonstrated the çare taken by 
"A’isha in the preservation and by 'UthmSn in the recension of the 
Quranic revelation> and (c) such evidence of textual instability as did 
exist was neither lahn nor khatâ* al-kuttâb, but, rather, scriptio defectiva 

or othenvise irregular orthography cJJU), or variae lectiones 

(od ^1 Reference to Arab eloquence, neutraUzation of refractory 

hadîths by other hadithSf and accommodation of textual variants under the 
rubric ‘seven (canonical) readings* (e.g. ^ 

reflect the procedural devices traditional to the soiution of Quranic prob- 
lems, and ought by now to be familiar.^ It may be observed that Suyû^î^s 
denial of lahn in the text of scripture was part of his general discussion of 
Vrâby a term whose semantic range inciuded not only grammatical pheno- 
mena {ahkâm), but also clarity {bayan) and euphony {aştoât wa-bıhün)A 

* Such is the substance of the first five chapters of Ibn Qutayba’s Taunl mushkil 
aUÇurân (10-75), in which the document of revelation was defended trom every kİnd of 
assault upon its lînguistic and literary excellence, e.g. lapsus calami, grammatical error, 
syntactic inconcinnity, semantic contradicdon, and stylistic inconsistency; the author's 
postulates were those ^hose elaboration has been described here; ali gird'ât were equally 
revealed, poetry could be adduced to demonstrate analogous constructions (36—40), 
corruption by foreigners {abnâ' al^tyam) was neutralized by the reliable -vvitness of trans- 
mission from. companions of the prophet (41-2), ete. * Itgân ii, 269-77. 

3 See above, III pp. 93-9; and 178-82, 202-8, respectively. 

^ Itgân, naw' 41: ii, 260^0; see above, p. 155; and III p. 104-11 for referencea to 
Itgân iv, 172-3, ii, 3. 
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It İS also ia that chapter that locutions permitting any one of the three 
Vrâb vowels were listed.* The possibility of serious linguistic aberration 
in scripture was very restricted indeed. 

The locîis classicus was always Q. 20: 63 jl^UJ jIIa jI. Suyûtî’s 

synthesis inciudes the entire spectrum of textual treatment, as well as a 
conventional notice of dialectal usage: (a) in some dialects, e.g. of 
B. Kinana and B. Hârith, the dual is expressed by alif in ali three cases; 
(b) a pronoun anticipating the subsequent proposition {damir al-sha'n) 

has been omitted, i.e. jj^UJ aJI; {c) in addition to the ellipsis 

assumed in (b) a further omission of an inchoative of which sâhirân is 
the predicate, i.e. L4J jIIa jJI ; {d) inna in this locution signifies 

‘yes/surely/indeed’ and thus does not require casus obliquus; (e) hâ is 
here an anticipatory pronoun {damîr aUgişşd), and the remainder of the 

proposition an independent predication, i.e. Oli 1 ^ 1 -^ At least 

two other kinds of solution had been earlier articulated. In addition to 
citing the dialectal usage (here of B. Balhârith b. Ka'b), Ibn Qutayba 
recorded appropriate variants (tnaşâhif) from two *companion* codices, 

namely Ubayy jljo-L, *^1 jli jl and Ibn Masûd jî or 

O o 

olOİ-İ a üİ oî" üI 61 -^ üp The exegetical character of such 
ascription has been noted.'^ Of equal interest was the view, attributed by 

Mİ 

Ibn Qutayba to 'Asim Jahdarî that one wrote jlÂ a o| and read Oj» 
thus providing explicit support for the 'Uthman tradition on hhn in the 
text of scripture, i.e. ; ajl 

aJUi. çjydl jlJ 

Such was the solution proposed also by Abû 'Ubayda in slightly different 
terms: ia^l (j ol^LJ o| 

Vİ_^ JaÂJÜIj Ali of the ‘Standard’ orthographic deviations, not 

only Q. 20: 63, but also 2: 177 (toal~şâbirin:şâbirün)y 4: 162 {wal- 
muqtmtn:muqimûn), and 5: 69 {waUşâbVm:şâbi*in)y could be and often 
were emended in this way .7 Other problems, semantic rather than gram- 
matical, might be exposed to the same treatment, e.g. Q. 56: 29 {tva-tarin 
mandüdin for wa‘t(ilhin)fi 

* See above, III p. 108, referring to Itqân ii, 277-80. 

* Itqdn ii, 273-4. 

* Tdımit 36-7; see Jeffery, Materials, 146 and 60, respectively. 

* See above, pp. 203-7. s Ibn Qutayba, Ta*wtl, 37; see GdQ iü, 4-5. 

® Majâss al~Qur*ân ii, 21-3; see Wansbrough, Teriphrastic exegesis’, 264. 

^ e.g. Ibn Outayba, Ta'tml, 37; see above, III p. 108. 

® Goldziher, Bichtungen, 36; Zamakhsharî adduced a scriptural analogy from Q. 50:10, 
Kashshâf iv, 461 ad loc. 
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The masoretic principle of y^TO : **^1? was perpetuated in the : JüJ 
öft Iy) of the Müslim exegetes. Its application in the Quranic masorah 

may, in my opinion, be ascribed to calque rather than to inherent necessity. 
The methodological significance of such devices as ketib :qere and al tigra 
is generally seen to be evidence of a fixed, immutable text.* For the text 
of Müslim scripture Standard deviations were anyway accommodated by 
the System of ‘canonical’ readings, withm which a distinction between 
kitba and lafz merely symbolized an option {ihhtiyâr),^ It will, I think, 
be conceded that formulation of the Biblical masorah inciuded a period 
in which emendation to a stiU fluid text was not only possible, but in fact 
took place. The activities attributed specifically to the post-Talmudic 
masoretes exhibit only the final expression of a long and complex process, 
to which elements of the masorah like tigçunei sof erim and miqra soferim 
attest .3 For the Quranic masorah the concept of emendation is explicit 
in the principle of majâz as employed by Abü 'Ubayda: for the solecism in 
Q. 20: 63 the gere (lafz) was expressly ‘correct’ {şazvâb). But emendation 
was not by any means limited to, perhaps not even primarily concemed 
with, irregularities of grammar and syntax. Exegetical, often dogmatic, 
ends -vvere equally served. One example, adQ. 37: 12, has been noticed;^ 
another was the alteration of allâhu to allâha in Q. 4:164, producing ‘Moses 
spoke to God’ rather than ‘God spoke to Moses’, a change reflecting 
Mu'tazili circumscription of the notion of God’s speech.^ However, very 
few of Abü 'Ubayda’s sixty shawâhid required to be emended for reasons 
of dogma or doctrine,^ 

Masoretic majâz, like the grammarians’ principle of tagdir, had been 
formulated primarily with a view to obviating the angularities of scriptural 
syntax. The norm against which such were measured was often provided 
by scripture itself, but also and with increasing frequency by the data 
of profane literatüre. These might consist either of real, or contrived, 
examples of the tisus loguendi (introduced by gazoluka, ka-gatvUka), or 
of loci prohantes from Arabic poetry,^ In support of the dialectal origins 
of hâdhâni in Q. 20; 63, for instance, Ibn Qutayba adduced two lines of 

* e.g. Barr, Comparative Philoîogy, 45-6, 214-17; cf. Würthwein, Text, 12-22, 71-5. 

* See above, pp. 205-7; and cf. Rabin’s reference to the ‘limited variability* of the text 
of scripture attested also in Qumran, cited Gerhardsson, Memory^ 37 n. 2. 

2 See Barr, op. cit., 219-21; Gerhardsson, Memory, 33-42, 43-55; and Gertner, 
‘The Masorah and the Levites*, 266-70. 

^ See above, p. 206. 

* See above, I pp. 34-6, II pp. 81-4; Goldziher, Rtchtungerty 174-5: a more radical 
solution to the dogmatic problem which did not reqmre textual emendation was deriva- 
tion of kaîlama in this passage from kcdm (wound); cf- Zamakhsharî, Kaskshâf i, 590-1; 
but also Ibn Qutayba, Ta'vnî, 82. 

^ Wansbrough, ‘Periphrastic exegesis*, 256: three instances only, to which may be 
added, under no. 30, Q. 79: 30; see above, p. 220. 

7 See above, pp. 211-12, 216^18; and Wiîd, Dos Kitâb cd-Ain, 44 n. 16. 
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verse (anon5rmous) demonstrating the expression of both casus recius 
and obliguîis (dual) with The eventual opposition, hardly unexpected, 
to that technique,^ found unequivocal expression in the observation of 

Ibn Munayyir to Zamakhsharî’s commentary ad Q. 6: 137: 

(Our purpose 

is not correction of scripture by reference to Arabic grammar, but, rather, 
correction/establishment of Arabic grammar by reference to scripture).^ 
It need hardly be remarked, in view of the role played by ‘Arabian 
eloquence’ in Quranic theology, that this admonition remained a very 
dead letter indeed. Lip-service to an ideal had, however, been expressed.^ 
Ajıother exclusiv€İy interpretative element of the Quranic masorah, and 
hence one which did not always require textual emendation, concemed 
the problem of jımcture. An example was the question of pause after 

kadhâlika in the messenger formula düj Jtj dUJiT Oyiü/JU) (Q. 19: 9, 
19: 21, 51; 3o).s The alternatives were to read with pause making the 
partide disjunctive, or without pause acknowledging the formulaic locution, 
i.e. nin** HD. Zamakhshar! appears to have preferred the former 
cJUj jî dLj JU aj 

The term for disjunctive syntax (Zamakhsharî employed ibtada) was 
usually istVnâfy found already in Muqâtirs Tafstr ad Q. 3: 7, for which 
verse of course the argument was doctrinal and not at ali syntacticalJ 
In his chapter on juncture {al-matoşül lafzan wal~mafşül mavnan) Suyûtî 
provided several illustrations of that kind of theological grammar.® For 
Q. 7; 189-90 the charge of polytheism against Adam and Eve was made 
quite explicit by context {siyâq). But Adam was a prophet {nabi*) and 
therefore immune from sin {ma^şüm). A solution to the dilemma was found 
in the change of pronoun from dual to plural, making the referent of 

Up aJÜ 1 ıj Ijcs not the inhabitants of Eden but the pagans of Mecca, 

Süyûtî called the trope thus isolated an example of Transition and digres- 
sion’ {aUtdkhalluş tval-istitrâd),^ ignoring conveniently the distinct likeli- 
hood that the form yushrikün reflected the pattern of verse segmentation 
at that point of the sûra. On the other hand, it may be argued that not merely 

* Ibn Qutayba, Ta*mU 36. ^ e.g. Suyûfî, Itqân ii, 55. 

3 Ibn Munayyir, Intişâft on the margİn of Kashskâf ii, 69-70; cited aİso Goldziher, 

Richtungen, 50 n, 3; UUmann, Rağazpoesie, 222-3 n. 10; see above, p. 168. 

♦ See above, II pp. 78-81. s above, I pp. 12-13. 

® Kashskâf ili, 6 Q. 19: 9. 

’ See above, p. 152; appearance of the technical term isti*nâf in Muqâtil, Tafstry 
MS H. Hüsnü 17, 36*", may weİl be a consequence of later redaction, cf. above, pp. 143-4. 

® ltqâny naw* 29: i, 252-4, an appendbc to his discussion of pausal phenomena (0/- 
V 2 aqf wal--ibtidâ*)\ naw' 28: i, 230-51. 

® See Mehren, Rhetorik, 130, 145. 
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the plural yushrikün but the entire locution exhibits a formııla of period- 
ization, and need not therefore be semantically related to the preceding 
Adam tradition.^ 

Easily the most celebrated of suchpassages was Q. 106: ı 

for which the function of lâm as inchoative provoked some very imagina- 
tive grammatical theory.^ To those disatisfied with exegesis, textual 
emendation was possible: Sûras 105 and 106 were read as a syntactical 
unit, for which of course support could be found in a ‘companion^ codex 
(i.e. Ubayy).^ But however the two süras were written (generally with the 
disjunctive başmala) they were understood as a narrative unit attesting to 
God’s benevolence towards Quraysh.* Problems of the sort found at Q. 
106: I have ako been noted in the transmission history of the Biblical text, 
e,g. D'aODDD vs, OTO in Proverbs 26: 23, described by Barr as a 
‘graphic disturbance’.s Ellipses and anacolutha in the Quranic text often 
exhibit illogical juncture rather than defective syntax: for example, 
Abü ‘Ubaydak inciusion under ellipsis (no. 3) of Q. 39: 73, in which the 
second dependent clause of the hattâ idhâ construction is the folIowing 
verse, introduced by the coordinate (!) conjunction wawfi 

Abû "Ubayda’s contribution to the Quranic masorah consisted primarily 
in the rationalization of solecism, but also in the resolution of synthesis 
and the alleviation of ellipsis. The periphrastic technique, later designated 
tagdify was also applied to the resolution of trope (a kind of inverse meta- 
phor, as for Q. 12: 82) and to the elimination of anthropomorphism.^ For 
the history of the text of scripture one question in particular requires at 
least to be articulated, if not answered: was the principle of majâzjtagdîr 
understood as emendation or as exegesis? Now, copies of the Qur’ân, 
whether manuscript or printed, do not contain masoretic material, and 
may for that very reason be misleading: the impression is unmistakably 
that of a single ne varietur text. But even the most cıırsory exaınination of 
the masoretic literatüre must dispel that impression as illusory. The 
chronology of that literatüre indicates a period of approximately two 


* See above, IH pp. 113, 115, 117. 

* Anaİysfed in Birkeland, The Lord gîddeth, 102-30. 

5 Suyûtî, Itgân i, 186; Jeffery, Materials^ 179; sectarian appropriation of that view is 
significant only as an expression of opposition to the 'Uthmanic recension, cf. GdQ ii, 
33 n. 4, 96 n. 3. 

+ e.g. Ibn Qutayba, Ta*mly 319-20; and Birkeland’s interpretation, op. cit. 122-30: 
‘God’s intervention in history as Üıe first stage of Muhammad’s prophetical expcrience', 

^ Comparative Philoîogyf 219; cf. also Gertner, ‘The Masorah and the Levites*, 247 
for Exodus 23: 2. 

* See above, III pp. 114-15; Wansbrough, ‘Periphrastic exegesİs*, 248, 255; Brockel- 
mann’s explanation of that phenomenon, GVGlif 669, as ‘die Neigung des semitischen 
Sprachgeistes zu einfacher Satzbildung eine komplizierte Periode wieder in einfache For- 
men (zu zerlegen)’ cannot, in my opinion, be supported by Quranic examples. 

7 Wansbrough, op. cit. 254-9. 

4339075 I 
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centuries during which the text of scripture was anything but stable. 
The majör obstacle to reconstruction of the transmission history of that 
period is the character of the so-called ‘variant readings’, which is pre- 
dominantly exegetical: in other words ali, or ahnost ali, are clearly inter- 
pretations of the canon. Within the masorah their relative merits were 
assessed according to their respective degrees of attestation. The apparatus 
criticus resulting from such accumulation of essentially uniform materials 
exhibits a series of conventional modifications of one text. At the same 
time it conceals, and may have been meant to conceal (by means of the 
‘serial revelation’ argument),^ the fundamental lines of cleavage that I 
have called ‘variant traditions’. But indirect notice of these may be thought 
to underlie the masoretic categories of wujüh, nazair, mushtabihâty and 
majâz, Collation of parallel and divergent contexts, deductions from analo- 
gical and identical phraseology, rationalization of grammatical and syn- 
tactic irregularities: ali of these presuppose a consciousness of recurring 
formulae and schemata. According to the theoretical postulates of the 
grammarians, a restored text (mugaddar) was at least as valid as its original 
articulation {malfûz),^ Preservation and transmission of those restorations 
were for the masoretes tasks eq\ıal in importance to recording the canoni- 
cal text .3 The ‘limited variability’ of the canon was a fact, the ^Uthmanic 
recension an article of faith. As such, exegesis and emendation might be 
seen as two names for the same process, and not as mutually exclusive, 
Like the halakhic concept of preference {tarjîh), the masoretic principle of 
option {ikhtiyâr) contained an arbitrary element which never had to con- 
form to a single, fixed text. 

And yet one feature of masoretic exegesis, as contrasted with the 
haggadic and halakhic types, was the practice of adducing and (usually) 
of commenting on the entire text of scripture. A concem for the integrity 
of the text and for the structural relevance to one another of its parts was 
characteristic even of purely lexical analysis. For the analogical restoration 
of grammar and syntax it was indispensable, The ‘framework" of masoretic 
exegesis was thus neither the narratio (haggadic) nor the juridical/doctrinal 
dispute (halakhic), but the canonical text itself, perceived as a unitary 
document. Within that framework *explicative elements' like variae 
lectioneSy Iexical and grammatical explanation, analogy, periphrasis, and 
loci probantes from poetry were typical,'^ Ali other elements may be re- 
garded as intrusive, and none more than authentication of the masorah 
(i.e. as apparatus criticus) by reference to traditions and to the circum- 
stances of revelation, That such should, none the less, figüre in this genre 
of exegetical literatüre demonstrates, in my opinion, the chronological 
priority of the halakhah, in support of which a basis of traditional authority 


* See above, I pp, 36-8. 
3 See above, pp. 204-5. 


* Wansbrough, op. cit., 257, 264-5. 

* See above, pp. 120-1. 
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(i.e. masorah) had to be formulated. In this context Gertner's description 
of the separate origins and later jııxtaposition/identification of Masorah 
and Masoreth is of some interest for the analogous process in Müslim 
exegetical literatüre, namely, the evaluation of rationally deduced (!) 
‘readings’ in terms of their respective degrees of attestation (the evolution 
dirâya ->ritvâyd),^ It was only after the articulation of law as divinely 
decreed that a scriptural canon was established, the result primarily of 
polemical pressure.^ Önce stabilized, the document of revelation was no 
longer exclusively the ‘word of God' but also, and equally important, a 
monument of the national literatüre. In that capacity its service to the 
community, and to the cause of polemic, was unlimited. 


5. RHETORIC AND ALLEGORY IN EXEGESIS 

Acknowledgement of metaphor in the language of scripture could be as 
much an expression of piety as of aesthetic appreciation. Elimination of 
anthropomorphic imagery predicated of God was the primary form of 
that piety, practised by both Quranic and Biblical exegetes .3 But whatever 
the original motive, exegetical speculation was ultimately coupled with 
recognition of scripture as the articulation of literary forms and related to 
an attested rhetorical tradition. For example, both the obvious and quite 
unnecessary insertion [majâz) of ahi into Q. 12: 82 and the not so obvious 
but equally unnecessary insertion {taqdîr) of amr into Q. 89: 22^ were 
adduced by Sharîf Murtadâ (d. 436/1044) as illustration of the particular 

capacity for figurative expression {majâzât) of the Arabic language 

Lih t-s-Apülj j ^>4^1 ^ ol 

(^5^1 İ2| c.UiX*«Vİ3 

U^(i2: 82) (^9* 2^) dhj ÖV3 

aj. Stress in that passage lay on the qualities of conciseness {tjâz)y 

brevity (ikhtişâr), and ellipsis (hadhf) inherent in Arabic, thought for that 
reason inter alia to be superior to other languages. The shift of emphasis by 
means of which those and other phenomena of the scriptural style became 
points of departure for the elaboration of an extended corpus of literary 
theory is the subject of this, the conciuding, section of these studies. 

The Standard apologia for figurative usage in scripture would seem to 


^ Gertner, op. cit., esp. 255-9. * S®® above, pp. 158-63, i94"5ı 201-2. 

3 See Wansbrough, Teriphrastic exegesis*, 259 (Ibn IJazm), 262, 264 (Saadya), 266 
(Maimonides); cf. Goldziher, Richtungen, 116 nn. 2, 3, 7. 

^ Wansbrough, op. cit. 254-5, 257, 259. 

5 GAL i, 404-5, Suppl. I, 704-6; Amali ü (Takmila), 309-11. 



228 


OURANIC STUDIES 


presuppose an expressly formulated opposition to such, and occasionally 
indeed, that opposition was identified with scholars of the Zahirî, Mâliki, 
or Hanbalî schools.* In fact, even the alleged opponents of Quranic 
majâz were constrained, when confronted by anthropomorphisms at 
least, to resort to exegetical devices like taçdtr for the resolution of meta- 
phor.* The apologia was none the less articulated, in a form both simple 

and effective, by Ibn Outayba:^ ^\i jUÜU ü\yi\ 

^ İJjEiJ (12; 82) 'il 77) o'il 

oJ liV iJu-ii ü'^ı ^ 

^Jl cJlhj JiJl. The truism 

that for the mimetic function of speech metaphor was indispensable 
symbolized formal and collective recognitİon of an exegetical factor 
common both to halakhic dispute {ikhtilâf) and to masoretic emendation 
{majâz)^ namely that language could not be construed as having merely or 
exclusively an immediate (verifiable and quaatifiable) relation to the data 
of experience it purportedly described. A good deal of halakhic exegesis 
tumed upon that very point: e.g. derivation of a series of graded punish- 
ments for muhâribün from the syntactic sequence of Q. 5: 33,^ or the (per- 
haps) extreme argument according to which a blind husband could be 
excluded from the provisions of Numbers 5:13.5 For the Quranic masorah, 
Abü 'Ubayda's majâZy when not directed to flagrant examples of gram- 
matical irregularity, Avas applied to idiom and conventionally ambiguous 
usage, rather than to the analysis of metaphor as consciously formulated 
imagery.® Ibn Qutayba’s monograph on the style of scripture exhibits the 
transitional employment of majâz: from an interpretative device to an 
aesthetic category, 

The earlier sections of that work are concemed primarily to refute 
allegations of solecism (lahn) and contradiction {tanâqtıi) in the text of 
scripture, and belong thus almost entirely to the masoretic tradition 
(i.e. chapters I-V) as exemplified by Farrâ’ and Abû 'Ubayda.^ It is in the 
middle sections (i.e. chapters VI-XII) that the author treated the pheno- 
mena of figurative language, after a general discussion, under six headings 
metaphor, inversion, ellipsis, repetition and pleonasm, metonjnmy and 


* e.g. Suyû^, Itqân iii, 109. 

^ e.g, Ibn Ijazm, see Goldziher, Zâkirtten, 164-8. 

3 Ibn Outayba, Ta*wîly 99. See above, pp, 187-8. 

5 Gertner, ‘Tenns*, 20. 

® See above, p. 220. 

’ Ta*v 3 îly 10-75; see above, p. 221 n. 1. 

* Ta*tvtly 76-229 subdivided: general (76-101), metaphor (102-41), inversion (142-61), 
ellipsis (162-79), repetition and pleonasm (180-98), metonymy and allusion (199-212), 
idiom (213-29). 
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allusion, idiom. At only one point (though admittedly conceivable in a 
number of other similar contexts) did he employ the locution wa-majâzuhu 
in the manner of Abû 'Ubayda (i.e. ‘and its restoration is' or ‘and it ought 


to read'), namely, for the not very problematic expression ^ 

Q. 55: 31, interpreted as ‘And we will attend to you {sdL after long neglect 
and delay)'.* That for Ibn Qutayba majâz did not only signify metaphor 
{istVârd) is clear not merely from the organization of his loci probanîes 


but from his express declaration: ^ jbcJI jS^\ jV tjLj ÎjJj 

His illustrations of isti âta range from examples of genuinely tropical 
usage, like the expression (j L. in Q. 68: 42, in which 

‘shank'is a metaphor for resolution/energy(j^^^ 


ÖJJİJI (J JjUJI A3L.),3 across the onomatopoeic ejaculation 

in Q. 17: 23, explained as an instance of synaesthetic formation 


(dUİ j] Cx^ İslL^ diJtiı IAa to the 

Standard example of eHipsis in Q. 12: 82.® In view of the ubiquity 
as locus probam of Q. 12: 82 in exegetical literatüre, it is Avortb re- 
cording that this and other instances of ellipsis {hadhf) were not, when 
unaccompanied by a change in Vrâby considered to qualify as figurative 
usage by the majör theorist of Arabic rhetoric, ‘Abd al-Qâhir Jurjânî 
(d. 471/1078).* That argument, applied also to pleonasm {ziyâda)^'^ drew 
attention to the essentially stylistic function of both phenomena by stressing 
the intentional dislocation of the entire utterance. Ellipsis and pleonasm 
were thus regarded as tropes and required to be appreciated, rather than 
merely clarified or emended. Ibn Qutayba's inciusion of Q. 12: 82 under 
metaphor {jstVârd) might be thought evidence of a similar, if somewhat 
less sophisticated, point of view. The fact that Q. 12: 82, together with 
2: 177 and 47; 13, was adduced also in his section on abbreviation/ellipsis 
{ikhtişârjhadhf) may betoken some indecision about that construction.® 
But the position of Ibn Qutayba in the evolution of rhetorical exegesis is, 
in my opinion, transitional, though his precise description of the nature of 

the ellipsis in Q. 12: 82 corresponds to that of Juıjânî, i.e. OÎ 


-ü JjuJI -Ul tJUkJl oUkJI. It was that connection 

of ellipsis and pleonasm with syntactic function (Vrâb) which was 
preserved in the exegetical tradition.’ 


* Tdvnlt 77. 

* Ta'ıtnl^ loı; cf. provisional definition of majâzât fil~kalâm, 15-16. 

3 Tdmif 103. ^ TcCmlj ııı. 

s TcLmly 129, applied also to Q. 44: 29 and 47: 4. 

^ GAL i, 341-2, Suppl. I, 503-4; Asrâr al-Balâghüy paras. 26/1-3; see Wansbrough, 
‘Periphrastic exegesis’, 255 n. 10. ^ Jurjânî, Asrâr, paras. 26/4-10. 

® Tavnl, 162. ’ e.g. Suyûtî, Itqân iii, 124-5, citing Zanjân! and Qazwîn!. 
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Ibn Outayba’s second category of majâz inciudes two kinds of ‘inversion’ 
{maqlüb): one semantic, the other syntactic. The first consists primarily of 

locutions^^r antiphrasin üî ^>1?) employed 

as omen {tatayyurjtafâ^ul) particularly in onomastica, but also as hyperbole 
{mubâlagha) and ridicule (istihza). An exanıple of hyperbolic usage, or 
more correctly perhaps of litotes, was zam (conjecture) for yaqtn (cer- 
tainty) in contexts of eschatological reference, in wlıich of course there 
could be no question of ‘doubt’, e.g. Q. 2: 249, 18: 53, 69: 20.^ Syntactic 
inversion, on the other hand, was for Ibn Qutayba hyperbaton, as in 
Q. 3: 40 ‘And old age has overtaken me^ for T have attained old age’.^ 
Although he appears to have denied presence in the Qur’ân of hysteron 
proteron {maqlüb ^alâ U-ghalat)^^ the inciusion of recognized ‘problem 
passages’ like Q. 2: 171 and 28; 76, as well as 18: 1-2, must be interpreted 
as tacit acknowledgement of such.^ None of the three exhibits the rhetorical 
embellishment illustrated by Q. 3: 40. 

Similarly, Ibn Qutayba^s eight kinds of ellipsis incinde several examples 
of the rhetorically effective omission of an apodosis, e.g. in a hypothetical 
construction (Q. 13: 31), and in an oath (Q. 50: ı).^ But ellipsis is also 
represented by zeugma, e.g. Q. 10: 71 and 17: 23, and also by sheer care- 
lessness, e.g. Q. 38: 32 and 97: ı.* Mention there of the synthetic 
construction in Q. 83: 3 (wazanühum for toazanü lahum) can only be 
understood as a survival from the masoretic tradition.? 

In his treatment of repetition and pleonasm (takrâr wa-ziyâda) the 
author distinguished on the one hand repetition of narrative passages, 
duly related to the doctrine of ‘serial’ revelation (munajjamanlnujüfnan)y^ 
and on the other, the verbatim repetition of specific locutions, as in Sûras 
55 and 109.9 Reason for both, as for repetition of single words in verses 
like Q. 2: 196 and 7: 12, was emphasis and drill (tazokid wa-ifhâm), a 
view of that particular Quranic phenomenon which has informed ali sub- 
sequent schoIarship.^oUnlikeJurjânî, Ibn Qutayba applied the term ziyada 
exclusively to (in his opinion) otiose elements like the partide bi in Q. 96: 
I,” but also the word toajh (face) in Q. 2:115, 6: 52, 28: 88, and 76: 9, 

» Ta^vjtl, 142-4. 2 Ta'fvîly 149. 

3 Ta’sw 7 , 154. 

* Ta'zmi, 153-8; cf. AVansbrough, ‘Periphrastic exegesis’, 251-2 (nos. 24 and 25), and 
above, p. 220; Zamakhsharî, Kashshâf \i, 702 ad Q. 18: 1-2. 

5 Ta'îidlj 165, 173, respectively. 

^ Ta*vnly 164, 167, and 174; the pronominal reference in Q. 97: ı was in fact a matter 
of doctrinal signifîcance, see above, 11 p. 62. 

^ Cf. Wansbrough, op. cit., 253 (no. 31) and 256. 

* See above, I pp. 36-8. 

* Ta'zvîly 180-2; see above, I pp. 25-6. 

See above, III pp. 111-12. 

*3 Thus also Abu *Ubayda, see Wansbrough, op. cit., 253 (no. 33) and 257. 
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exhibiting of course neither grammatical nor rhetorical, but rather doc- 
trinal concem for the anthropomorphic attribute.^ 

Allusion {ta^ri^ was terminologically distinguished from metonymy 
{kinâyd)^ though Ibn Qutayba’s analysis of the two was, rightly, synoptic.^ 
The latter inciudes the kunya itself (onomastic), the kind of allusion com- 
monly resolved by haggadic ta'yin, e.g.fulânan in Q. 25: 28,^ and finally, 
the generic application of the definite article, e.g. aUzâlim in Q. 25: 27 
or al-kâfir in Q. 78: 40. The last represented a rhetorical elaboration of the 
halakhic khuşüşl*umütn argumentation.^ For Ibn Qutayba, ta'rid itself 
meant the kind of euphemism exhibited in Q. 18; 73 or the circumspection 
of Q. 34: 24. In both passages harshness was alleviated by recourse to 
circumlocution, but not to the extent of suppressing altogether the facts 
of ‘forgetting/forgetfulness’ and *error/sin’, respectively. The opposite of 

tarzd in that sense was tasrîh; its synonym was tazvriya ^ 

Of some interest for the development of rhetorical exegesis is comparison 
of Ibn Qutayba’s treatment of Q. 34: 24 with Abû *Ubayda^s grammatical 
cum dogmatic ‘restoration^* 

It is in the section dealing with idiomatic expressions (entitled 

JâHJI yblh) that Ibn Qutayba adhered most closely to the masoretic 

tradition, treating in turn problems of morphology, tempora, juncture, 
number, and specificationJ Three other elements belong more properly 
to rhetorical analysis: (a) imprecation as divine utterance (e.g. qâtalahumu 
^llâh in Q. 9: 30) was interpreted as hypothetical; (6) rhetorical questions 
were analysed as signifying affirmation {tagrir, as in Q. 20: 17), wonder 
{ta'ajjuh)y or reproach {tamUkh) ; (c) prohibitives/imperatives might convey 
threat {tahdîd), admonition {ta*dtb)y even exemption {ibâhaj as in Q. 62: 
ıo).8 Thus, majâz in the work of Ibn Qutayba, as for Saadya, might be 
understood to inciude not only trope, but also idiom and popular usage,® 
That the latter should be subsumed under the general rubric of rhetorical 
device may, in my view, be attributed to the dominant role of scriptural 
exegesis in the elaboration of Arabic Uterary theory. As in philology, so 
in rhetoric the tyranny of lingua sacra was not merely felt, but found 
expression as a criterion of excellence. However the dogma of Vjâz 

* Cf. Saadya ad Psalm 88: 15, in Wansbrough, op. cit. 264. 

^ Ta'tml, 199—204; that pattem of exposition was characteristic also of the later theor- 
ists, see von Grunebaum, Tenth^century Document, 38-9 n. 297. 

3 See above, pp. 135—6. ^ See above, pp. 169-70, 191, 

5 Ta'îvîly 210, but also the entire section, 204-12; thus considerably earlier than Zamakh- 
sharî, pace Bonebakker, Tcamya, 27-8. 

® Wansbrough, op. cit. 256-7. 

Ta'mîy 213-29: morphology (228-9), tempora (227-8), juncture (226-7), number 
(218-26), specification (217-18). 

® Ta*vnly 213-15, 215-16, 216-17, respectively. 

® Wansbrough, op. cit. 265-6: references in nn. 79-80. 
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al~Qur"ân was interpreted (theologically or rhetorically or both), compari- 
son of the profane and sacred styles was inevitable. A perfect illustration of 
the double Standard applied to such comparison was the observation of 
Bâqillânî about a line from Imru’ ’I-Qays: that ^ U 

ought to have read * , . * . U, and that even poetic licence could 

hardly justify interpretation of the pronoun mâ as feminine.^ Now, in the 
light of such examples of wayward concord as Abû 'Ubayda’s nos. 34 and 3 5, 
that stricture must appear harsh if not perverse.^ But Bâqillanî’s contribu- 
tion to the Science of rhetoric was marginal indeed: it was his merit as a 
theologian to formulate the i'jâz argument in terms borrowed from the 
works of contemporary rhetorists, but not without the over-simplification 
inherent in synthesis.^ 

With its application to the scriptural style, rhetorical terminology exhi- 
bited evidence both of mutation and of proliferation. Much of that was the 
consequence of seeking, and findingrin the text of scripture at least one 
example of every figüre known to the profane tradition. A trace of embar- 
rassment, not quite concealed even in the assertive and confident approach 
of Bâqillânî, led to increasing terminological differentiation in order to 
prove the divine origin of ali rhetorical device. A minör but none the less 
significant illustration of that process was the evolution of the trope known 
as tnadhhab kalâmî: from conceit to the syllogistic formulation called 
enthymeme.'^ The figüre itself appears to have been originally the parono- 
mastic epigram, of which a most artful example was composed and inciuded 
in his rhetorical treatise by Ibn al-Mu'tazz (d. 296/908) 

JUL ^ Jb J ^ 

Now, to locate in the document of Müslim revelation so cunning an artifice 
as that would have required considerable ingenuity, and it is hardly 
surprising that the earliest theorists, e.g. Jâhiz and Ibn al-Mu"tazz himself, 
denied its presence there.^ When eventually the tnadhhab kalâmi was 
discovered to be of scriptural origin, the figüre had altered quite beyond 
recognition, the work of two late scholastic theorists: Ibn Abî ’l-Işba' 
(d, 654/1256) and Khatîb Qa2wmî (d. 738/1338), The locus clasdcus was 

Q. 21: 22 aJllI igJÎ ^ (If there were in them, sciL heaven 

* Bâqillân!, Fjâz al~Qur*âny 161; trans, von Grunebaum, Tenth-century 63. 

* Wansbrough, op. cit. 253. 

3 See von Grunebaum, Tenth-century Document^ 6 n. 43; id.. Kritik, 87-100: the 
'missing work’ (97) is Ibn Wahb, Burhân, cf. BSOAS xxxiii (1970) 616. 

^ See Wansbrough, ‘Note*, 55-63. 

* GAL i, 81; Kitab al-badi\ 56; trans. Wansbrough, *Note*, 59. 

^ Kitab al-badVy 53. 
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and earth, gods other than God, both would have perished), that verse 
being inteq3reted as an argument for a single author of creation. The 
transition from epigram to dialectic (with the suppressed middle term 
characteristic of the philosophers’ enthymeme) can only be explained by 
reference to the earlier inciusion under madhhab kaldmi of parodistic com- 
positions ridiculing the language of philosophers and theologians,^ In the 
search for Quranic shatvâMd the element of parody had naturally been 
ignored, or forgotten, and each example exhibited, at kast vaguely, a kind 
of apodictic syllogism: e.g. since the repetition of divine creation is easier 
than creation itself, it {$ciL resurrection) is ipsofacto possible (Q. 30: 27); 
the moon may vanish, but God does not vanish and therefore the moon 
cannot be God (Q. 6: 76); you are punished, but the sons (of God) are 
not punished, therefore you are not sons of God (Q. 5: 18).^ For Ibn 
Abı ' 1 -Işba', Q. 21: 104 and ali related assertions of the resurrection were 
employed to illustrate the madhhab kalâmi^ the arguments an elaboration 
of the type employed by Qa2wmî for Q. 30: 27.^ It seems unlikely that 
madhhab kaldmi would, vdthout the challenge offered by scripture, have 
evolved much beyond its employment as caricature of technical jargon, 
e.g*^ 


or 


0-^1 


Application of the term to so serious a subject as arguments in support 
of monotheism (the theme common to ali of the scriptural shatvâhid) 
might be thought to require a very sharp divergence of the profane and 
sacred rhetorîcal traditions.^ It could even be argued that description of 
the phenomenon as exegetical appropriation of a profane terminus technicus 
is facile and simplistic.^ 

Rather more complex than the mutation of madhhab kaldmi was the 
rhetorical-exegetical development of the figüre originally called tafsırJ 
While for madhhab kaldmi retention of one name for three separate pheno- 
mena might justify a hypothesis of adaptation, the evolution of tafnr 
into laff wa-nashr {inter alta: versus rapportati) involved changes in form, 
content, and nomenclature. The specifically exegetical residue from that 
compound process consisted of two Quranic constructions: the first 


* Wan8brough, ‘Note’, 58-62. 

* Qa2wînî, İddhy in Shurûh aî-talkhts iv, 369-70. 

5 Ibn Abî ’l-Işba*, Badı* aUQm*dn, 37-42; Suyûtî, Itqân iv, 52-5. 

^ Subkî, *A 7 Û 5 y in Shurûh aUtcdkhtş iv, 372-3. 

5 Cf. Goldziher, Zahhiten, 133. 

® Cf. Wansbrouıgh, *Qur’anic exegesis’, 469-70: it seems to me unlikely that Ibn Athîr*s 
nıa*nâ ^l~şana can have signified more than ‘schemata* in general, cf, Heinrichs, Arabische 
DichtuTigy 91 n. 3. 

’ ‘Wansbrough, *Qur*anic exegesis*, 469-85. 
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represented by Q. 28: 73 jus J 4 !l ^«53 

and 30: 33 aJLÎ 

the second by 2: m (j:jLy2j jî byb Vl ^Jl 

2nd 2: 183 . , , jk**) jJjt _5İ lt^-^ ^>-«-¥0^9 

ajVI** The syntactic phenomenon, of which the types were respectively 
designated mufassal (separate/diffuse) and mujmal (composite), was nothing 
more than a proposition containing a gloss in the form of a sub- 
ordinate clause. Hence, its original name; tafsir {subnexio), The 
difference between the mufaşşal and mujmal varieties lay in the ratio 
of elements in the gloss to those/that of the referent; in the former 
there were two or more in each, in the latter two or three in the gloss to 
one in the referent. Frequently adduced, and certainly the most graphic 

illustrationofthe7nM/7nûZconstructionwas Q. 13:12 

UJ?j Now, the exegetical moment in the tafsırjlaff wa~nashr evolu- 

tion was not quite the same as that in the development of madhhab kalamu 
Inthe latter the evidence suggested that Quranic lod had at ali costs to be 
found for every component of rhetorical ornatus ihadx) in the former a 
genuine problem of scriptural syntax, subtIy identified with a trope well 
established in profane literatüre, was lent a kind of rhetorical legitimacy. 
One element common to both problems, however, deserves notice, namely 
justification of lingua sacra by reference to the data of profane rhetoric. 
In practice at least, if not in theory,'* 

For a figüre conventionally represented by sequences of multiple 
imagery, e.g. 

Ijjj Cp^3 

the role of mujmal constructions in exegesis remained oddiy anomalous, 
despite the likelihood that the exegetical laff wa-nashr owed its name, if not 
its very existence, to just such constructions.^ Scholastic elaboration of the 
figüre produced a number of useful modifications designed to accommodate 
an infinitely variable ratio of gloss-elements to referent-elements, e.g. jam% 
tafrîgy taçsim^ and combinations of ali three.^ The sharply defined distinc- 
tions between adverbial and relative constructions, and between explicit and 
implicit connection of gloss with referent, were thus gradually attenuated.^ 
The final synthesis inciuded apposition as well as attribution and predica- 
tion, so long as either referent or gloss contained at least two elements. 
Ali such phenomena could be covered by the term tafsîry if not always by 

* Waiîsbrough, op. cit. 478-82. ^ Wansbrough, op. cit. 475. 

* Th\ıs» the work of Ibn Abî * 1 -Işba* might be described as the consummation of that 
begun by Ibn al-Mu’tazz. 

^ See above, p. 224. 5 Wansbrough, op. cit. 471, 481-3. 

® Set out in Qa2wînî, Taîkhtş, in Shurûh cd-talkhîs iv, 329-47; Mehren, Rhetorik, 
108-11. 7 Wansbrough, op. cit. 477-80, 483-4. 
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laff wa~nashr. That Hafsîr^ was as much the product of concern for rhetoric 
as for ‘interpretation’ in general seems certain,* The polarity represented 
by tafsİT\tawily obscured in most varieties of exegetical literatüre, was 
for the most part maintained in rhetorical exegesis. 

In the Amali of Sharîf Murtada, for example, ta^wîl is employed 
throughont for the interpretation of scripture, of tradition {hadîth)^ and of 
historical reports (akhbâr), while tafsîr designates, at least in the Supple- 
ment (takmila), the interpretation of poetry. The essentially literary 
character of that work is evident even in its extemal structure (âmâlil 
majâlis)y within which the analysis of poetry was skilfully and felicitously 
blended mth that of the three basic forms of Arabic prose.^ Despite pre- 
dilection for Mu'tazilî authorities and reasoning, the author^s generosity 
in matters of dogmatic controversy is ubiquitously apparent, and quite 
explicit in his observations on the question of juncture in Q. 3: 7: even 
if the râsikhün were syntactically separated from allahy and such was by no 
means necessary, it was essential to recall that their exegesis could in many 
instances be no more than conjectural.^ Murtadl’s method was to adduce 
ali possible aspects {zuujüh) equally weighted and documented, an example 
of which may be seen in his five proposals for reconstruction of the proble- 
matic s)rntax of Q. 2: 171/ Only one of these required acknowledgement 
of the Qqmy^lencc fa il: mafül (as in Abû ^Ubayda), a typically masoretic 
device; the others reflected Solutions of common sense based upon very 
reasonable, and obvious, suggestions of ellipsis, e.g. ‘The example of him 
•who admonishes {tvffiz) the disbelievers .. Similarly, ad Q. 17, 85 the 
haggadic tale of a ‘rabbinicar test of prophethood was rejected on the 
grounds that a question about the Spirit {rüh)y had it ever been posed, 
could not be a snare and therefore not the occasion which provoked the 
Quranic revelation.® 

The conspicuously rationalist approach of Murtadâ might also be applied 
to the logic of scriptural style, e.g. an isolated and somewhat ambiguous 

utterance in one of the Shu'ayb traditions:’(Q. 7: 89) (jî Lü Lj 
Ujj -Ull ç.\lj oî the question: could God vdll sin and/ 

or disbelief ? he distinguished cultic and legal prescriptions Çibâdât wa^ 
sharHyyât) from the elements of belief or dogma (rtiçâdât), and produced 
seven arguments to demonstrate that for one vv^ho had professed his faith in 
God membership of any confessional community (milla) other than God’s 

* See above, pp. 121, 154-6. 

^ See Goldziher, Richtungen, 114-17; id., Tachr aî-dîn al-Râzî*, 216. 

* Amâlîi, 439-42: majlis 33; cf. Jaşşaş, above, pp. 151, i54-S- 

Cf. Wansbrough, ‘Periphrastic exegesis’, 251-2 (no, 25); and above, pp. 220, 230, 

5 Sharîf Murtadâ, Amâlii, 215-19; majlis 15. 

^ Amali i, 11-12: majlis 2; see above, pp. 122-7, 

’ See above, I pp. 21-2: component VI in version A. 
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was impossible,* The phrase 'unless our Lord God wills it’ could be under- 
stood only as acknowledgement of God’s infînite mercy, not as allusion to 
unpredictable and capricious behaviour. MuTazilî theology drew its precepts 
from the intention, as well as from the formal expression of the theodicy. 
But Murtadâ could also express interest in the parts of speech, e.g. the 

partide in Q. 42:11 e.^ was not to be interpreted as pleonastic 

embellishment (ziyada) to mithi, but as altering the quality of negation in 
laysa: from specific to generic, analogous to the relation of mâ in to 
In that argument the operative factor was the function of ka in the entire 
phrase, rather than merely as (tautological) proclitic, and the reasoning may 
be compared with that of Jurjanî for the same construction.^ 

Save for a very few isolated vestiges of the masoretic tradition, majâz in 
exegetical writings after Ibn Qutayba signified figüre or trope. That 
scholar’s defence of metaphor in the language of revelation found expres- 
sion more precise and sophisticated with Jurjânî, whose principal concem 
was to establish the role of context in figurative usage. His method was to 
stress the difference between the primitive/traditional symbolic value of 
separate words (e.g. yad as nVma^ or yad as qudra) and the variable func¬ 
tion of such in extended imagery (e.g. the impossibility of saying/writing: 
The ‘hand’ (as ‘benefit 7 ‘power’) manifested iteself in the land).^ Thus 
was formulated the antithesis majâz :haqtqa (tropicahveridical), differ- 
entiation of which required attention both to context (ta^liflnazm) and to 
the psychological participation (ta^azotour) of the hearer/reader.s The 
Cardinal point of Jurjânî’s thesis, however, lay in his insistence that the 
language of scripture was neither more nor less than the established lexical 
stock of Arabic as habitually employed by speakers of that tongue, and that 
the incidence of figurative usage, wrongIy denied by some and equally 
wrongly exaggerated by others, corresponded to the character of the lan¬ 
guage as a whole, profane or sacred:^ üîlkJl jî U Jiîîj 

^3 SjIüI U-5^JUcUÎ 

obU ^ dtljy. . . . ^ tliJVl I^J ^ 

The significance of that argument can hardly 

be overstated. Assessment of the lit^ua sacra as partaking of the normal 
potential in Arabic for rhetorical embellishment and stylistic variation 

> Amâlî i, 402-5: meclis 30. 

* Amâlî ii (Takmila), 311. 

5 Jurjânî, Asratf paras. zSfsS ; Murtadâ did not, however, adduce the condition of 
change in the Vrâb in order to distinguish pleonasm from trope. 

* Asrâr, paras. 21/1-16. 

5 Asrâr^ paras, 23/3, 23/5, 23/10; Wansbrough, op. cit., 266. 

* Asrâr, paras. 23/12-16, esp. 15. 
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was the acknowledged point of departure for the analysis of scripture as 
literatüre. Even the heavy-handed tactics of theologians concemed to 
demonstrate the inimitability of the Qur*ân or the divine origins of the 
Arabic language addressed to Muhammad never quite obscured that basic 
premiss. Among the several disciplines competent exegetes were ex- 
pected to acquire figured the rhetorical trivium: mcCânt. bayân^ badı'J In 
his final synthesis of the Quramc Sciences Suyüti devoted seven chapters 
to the components of scriptural rhetoric.^ 

In Suyûti’s sjmoptic survey of the exegetical tradition categorical 
distinctions were inevitably effaced and terminological niceties blurred. 
The binary opposition majâz:haqıqa was, for example, not demonstrated 
but merely asserted. Following what must have been the tradition from 
Juıjânî, majâz was described as either conceptual (*aî/i) or formal {h^havn)^ 
exhibited respectively in compound constructions {tarkîb) and in individual 
words {mufrad)? An example of the former was Q. 8: 2 ‘When His signs 
are recited to them they are increased-in faith\ in which the causality 
inherent in ‘increase’ was related to the fact of recitation; an example of the 
latter would be Q. 55: 27 ‘The face of your Lord endures’, in which ‘face’ 
stood in place of being/essence {dhât). The first example might qualify as 
a general illustration of tropical usage, the second only as an exegetical 
constant (to eliminate anthropomorphism) in the scriptural lexicon. 
Majâz had indeed become, with specific reference to the Qur'ân, a vague 
and general designation of ali phenomena requiring to be understood other 
than literally, and finally inciuded most of the textual irregularities noted 
in the masoretic tradition, e.g. ellipsis, repetition, concord, and morpho- 
logy.^ But in Suyûtî’s discussion, a curious and illogical blend of the 
material inherited from both Abû 'Ubayda and Jurjânî, there is a token 
effort to circumscribe the field of majâz by excluding or at least questioning 
the inciusion precisely of ellipsis, emphasis, simile, metonymy, chiasmus, 
and apostrophe .5 Trope in scripture renaained thus a subject of unresolved 
controversy. One refinement in particular deserves notice: a kind of com¬ 
pound majâz {majâz al-majâz) was perceived in verses like Q, 7: 26 ‘We 
have caused to descend upon you raiment', analysed as rainfall producing 
flax from which garments could be made.^ That postulate of divine 
causality in three stages exhibits a greater concern for dogma than for 
rhetoric, but might be thought to reflect at least roughly Juıjânî’s very 
subtIe discussion of the fantastic aetiology {taHil takhyîU) amply attested 
in profane literatüre.’ The application for theological purposes of aesthetic 
criteria tended to result in mechanical formulations of the şort produced 

^ According to one tradition 15 such; see Suyû^, Itqân iv, 185-8. 

* ltqân^ amod' 52-8: iii, 109-289. 

3 Asrâr, paras. 22/10, 25/1-2; Jtqân iü, 109-1O4 

* Itqân iii, 111-23. 

® Itqân iii, 127; cf. Isaiah 55: lo-ıı. 


* Itqân iii, 124-6. 
’ Asrârj paras. 16/1-24. 
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in abundance by the later schoolmen,^ That tendency is perfectly illus- 
trated in Suyûtî’s discussion of ornatus {ba£'), in the course of which and 
on the authority of Ibn Abî ’l-Işba' no less than forty-three separate figures 
were found in the text of scripture.^ The long and complex history of most, 
if not ali, of those figures would undoubtedly show, as for madhhab kalâmi 
and laff wa~nashr^ some very arbitrary procedures of Identification and/or 
of adaptation. The models, as well as the terminology, were indisputably 
profane in origin. The contrary might be asserted, but could not be demon- 
strated. Another, related instance has been noted: despite theological 
objections to their similarity, description of Quranic verse segmentation 
was derived, with very littie modification, froni the technical vocaculary 
pertinent to rhymed prose.^ 

The detection and analysis of rhetorical convention in scripture went 
some way towards the isolation of typical structures, but not quite so far as 
recognition of traditional schemata.'^ In Müslim exegetical literatüre the 
rhetoric of scripture was defined in terms of the particular historical and 
psychological relationship between God and His prophet. In Orientalist 
scholarship the cynosure was shifted just slightly from there to the relation¬ 
ship obtaining between the prophet and his public, a point of view already 
implicit and occasionally explicit in the Müslim tradition. That approach 
to scriptural rhetoric is adequately illustrated in the studies of Sister, 
Metaphern und Vergldche im Koran (1931); and Sabbagh, La metaphore dans 
îe Coran (1943)- An element common to both is a description of imagery 
which could almost be called sociological: the acquisition by one man 
of linguistic expressions within a cultural environment whose components 
were familiar and verifiable because so widely and well attested. Now, the 
examination of available source materials, such as I have attempted in these 
studies, would hardly seem to support the assumption of Urerlebnis 
exhibited in the analyses either of Sister (e.g. ‘Die Natur: Himmel und 
Gestirne, Gewitter, Farben, Landschaft, Tierwelt, Pflanzen; Der Mensch 
und sein Leben: Körperteile, Familie, Freudenbote, Gesellschaft, Land- 
wirtschaft, Kunst und Handwerk’, ete.) or of Sabbagh (e.g. ‘La nature: 
rhomme: les parties du corps humain, les fonetions et Taetivite du corps; 
la vie sociale’, ete.), However, even so primitive a classification of meta- 
phorical usage could be helpful, not of course for tracing the literary 
education of Muhammad nor for depicting the rustic origins of İslam, but 
for semasiological analysis of the scriptural leKİcon,® Secondly, the same 
Information might provide a statistical account of formulaic structures and 

^ See Wansbrough, ‘Note’, 55-7, 61. ^ Itqân, nam' 58: iii, 249-89. 

3 See above, III pp. ıı6“i7. 

^ See above, I pp. 1-33; III pp. 111-18. 

* See above, pp. 215-16; it is precisely that element which is absent from Allard’s 
*analyse conceptuelle*. 
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Systems, and hence a clue to the composition of scripture.* Finally, and in 
my view of greatest significance, would be an analysis of figüre and trope 
in terms of archetypal patterns, that is, as the iopoi and schemata of mono- 
theistic revelation. From the premiss of Bildungserlebnisy in other words, 
the material assembled by Sister and Sabbagh, like that made available 
in the studies of Horovitz and Speyer, could be profitably pressed into the 
service of Quranic form criticism. Bound, as it has been, to the framework 
of a very dubious chronology, that same material is unUkely to produce 
more than pseudo-history. 

An example of archetypal imagery in which, moreover, the source is 
quite explicit may be seen in Q. 62: 5 ^ JJU 

Ij U*4.î j LpJI as designation not merely of the ignorant 

scholar, but also (polemically) of ali those unable or un\villing to 
perceive the ‘true meaning’ of God's word: D*»1DD Now the 

Ouranic mathalj is primarily an extended simile, and was classified, some- 
what arbitrarily, by Suyûtî as either explicit {zahir) or implicit {kâmin)? 
The term itself occurs in scripture eighty-eight times, often with darahnâ 

e.g. Q. 30: 58 (X (jTIJ a J JüJj, occasionally with 

şarrafnâ, e.g. 17; 89 Jl, JS' ^ jT^l IÂa J ^^LU) Its basic 

function is that of ezempluruy and as such mathal may be regarded as 
synonymous "vvith âyö, hadithy and naba'.^ That functional equivalence is 

stressed in Q. 24: 34 ^^jJI ^ oUT ^.,, 5^1 LJ32Î Jû 3 j 

exhibiting a parallelism of aya and mathal 

identical to that of ot and mashal in Ezekiel 14: 8 MkV 

On the other hand, the literary character of the Ouranic mathal necessi- 
tates a distinction between it and the other narrative categories: it is 
intentionally anonymous and hence expressly symbolic.^ Its range is thus 
not that of the Biblical mashal, which induded taunt, oracle, poem, and 
song.7 

It is with acknowledgement by the exegetes of the mathaVs symbolîc 
quality that I am here concerned. Its functional value as exemplum was not 
thereby diminished, but rather, and perhaps predictably, enhanced. Kpoint 

^ See above, I pp. 47^. 

* Cf. Geiger, Was hatMohammed, 90; Hirschfeld, Researckes, 94 n. 61; Sister, ‘Meta- 
phem’, 126 n. z; Speyer, Erzâhîungen^ 437, 441, 461; Ahrens’ proposed paraîlel with 
Matthew 23: 5, in ‘Chıistliches im Qoran’, 165, might almost be described as perverse. 

3 lîqâny naw' 66: iv, 38-45. 

^ Cf. Sister, *Metaphera', 115-16. ^ See above, I pp. 18-20. 

* See Horovitz, Untersuckungen, 7, 25; a number of specimens were discussed, always 
from the point of view of the prophet’s calculated appeal to his audience, by Hirschfeld, 
Researchesy 83—97; and Buhl, *VergIeichungen*, ı-ıı. 

’ See Eissfeldt, EtrdeiUmgy 73-100, 106-9; Johnson, ‘Mashal’, 162-9; the equivalence 
hijajrajaz: mashal as taunt was noted by Goldziher, Abkandlungen i, 44, 80. 
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d'appui was provided by Q. 25: 33 

in which mathal is antithetically juxtaposed to truth {haq(p^ but also 

to interpretation {tafnr). In the polemical context of that verse, mathal was 
traditionally glossed ‘falsehood* {butlân)^^ but not without allusion to the 
notions of challenge (su^âl) and enigma Çajab).^ The mathal contained an 
invitation to exegesis. From the antithesis mathal: haqq was derived a 
number of interpretative procedures designed not only to locate figurative 
usage in the text of scripture but also to justify reading there several levels 
of symbolic meaning. Such did not ever eliminate entirely haggadic efforts 
to connect the mathal with known historical figures {ta*yîn\ or to identify 
the occasion of its utterance {tanzit)^ of which several not very persuasive 
examples may be read in Suyûtî.^ The extent to which exegetes might have 
perceived a distinction between historical fact and historical truth, between 
Wirklichkeit and Wahrheit, poses something of a problem. For the Tal- 
mudic antonyms mashalıemet^ Loewe found no evidence of that distinction, 
though mashal itself was one of the thirty-two middotA In Müslim exegesis 
a basic ‘historicaP reference was seldom neglected, though often only as 
prelüde to excursions into allegorical analysis.^ 

As an exegetical instrument mathal might designate rudimentary theo- 
logical symbolism derived from imagery so traditional that a consciousness 
of figurative usage was not even necessary to its understanding: e.g. 
darV as the unnourishing food of the damned in Q. 88: 6, or zabad as the 
foam or dross of the purifying torrent and fire in Q, 13: 17.^ Such was 
described by Jurjânî as linguistic {lughazot), as opposed to conceptual 
Çaqlt) coinage: dan' remained food, and zabad foam/dross.^ Ibn Qutayba’s 
description of both as mathal (the term actually occurs in Q. 13: 17) may 
be thought to have referred not to the words darV and zabad^ neither of 
which was metaphorically employed, but to the eschatological context of 
both passages. The notion of 'likeness* inherent in mathal rested thus not 
upon the apprehension of metaphor, but upon assent to the author’s 
intention. The ‘parable’ could be symbolic, even allegorical, but did not 
require analysis as metaphor. Related to the technical use of mathal in 
exegesis, and the source of some terminological confusion, was the descrip¬ 
tion of certain types of metaphor as tamthıL That practice can be justified 
by the semantic element of ‘representation* common to most if not ali 
formations from the root m-th~l^ but is none the less misleading, Moreover, 

' e.g. Zamakhsharî» Kashshâf iii, 279 ad loc. 

“ Cf. Buhl, ‘Vergleichııngen*, u. 

3 Itgdn iv, 39-41; cf. also Hirschfeld, Researckes, 87 n. 8, who could himself not resist 
the temptation, e.g. gs ad Q. y: 176. 

♦ Loewe, ‘The “plain” meanİng*, 172-5; see Strack, Introduction, 97 (no, 26); Bacher, 
Termtnologie i, 121-2, ii, 121. 

5 See below, pp. 242-5. * Ibn Qutayba, Ta*mî, 49 and 251, respectively. 

^ See above, pp. 236-7. 
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the precise nature of the metaphor(s) qualified tamthil was never satisfac- 
torily defined. Zamakhsharî, for example, ad Q. 33: 72 ‘We offered (Our) 
covenant/trust to the heavens, the earth, and the mountains’, sought to 
distinguish two kinds of image {ta^r): (a) tamthil^ derived from empirical 
data {muhaqqaqât)y and (b) takhyil, derived from hypothetical data {mafrû’^ 
dât), the two being equally conceivable and equally dependent upon an 
exercise of imagination.^ If Q. 33: 72 exhibited, in the opinion of Zamakh- 
sharî, the takhyîl variety, other verses admitted of both interpretations, 
e.g. Q. 41:11 ‘He addressed Himself to heaven while it was stili smoke and 
said to it and earth “Come willingly or unwillingly’’ which contained a 

trope that could be either tamthîl or takhyîl: jUıJl ^ 

oî or Q. 59: 21 ‘Had We allowed this 

Qur’ân to descend upon a mountain you wouId have seen it humbly 
collapse from fear of God\ whichwas both: might 

well be argued that the operative factor in ali three examples is not 
metaphor at ali, but prosopopoeiajfictio personae,^ Acceptance of the image 
as empirically or as hypothetically derived was not a problem of rhetoric 
but of dogma .5 

The role of tamthil as metaphor found better attestation in the tradition 
of profane rhetoric.^ For Juıjânî metaphor was of two kinds: {a) those 
derived from physical and other sensoıfly perceptible data whose appre- 
hension required no interpretative process {ta!awwul)\ (i) those derived 
from an intellectual/conceptual ('ûş/f) relation requiring interpretation. He 
called the former tashbihy the latter tamthilJ An example of the îashbih was 
‘He is a lion in battie’, of the tamthil ‘His argument is as clear as the sun\ 
the clarity of the sun (as opposed to its heat, brightness, ete.) requiring 
the additional qualification that nothing come between it and the eye of the 
beholder. Deseription of the Qur’ân as ‘light' was thus tamthil^ and the 
word ‘light' so employed a mathal for the Quriân.® The basis of tamthUj 
mathal was not linguistic and, strictly speaking, not metaphorical, though 
confusion may seem inevitable. Use of tamthil as analogy contributed to 
that confusion: appearance together of the terms ashbâh and amthâly as 
well as the employment of tashbıh and tamthîl in the sense of ‘assimilation’ 

^ Kashshdf iii, 565. 

^ Kashshdf ivy 189. 

^ Kashshdf ivy 509. 

♦ See Wansbrough, Teriphrastic exegesis’, 250 (no. 14). 

5 See Goldziher, Richtungen, 131-4; and cf. Bonebakker, Taumyay 24-7 for Zamakh- 
sharfs use of takhyîl. 

* Cf. von Grunebaum, Tenth-century Document, 15 n. 123. 

AsrâTy paras. shS, 

® Similarly, wine might be a tamthîl for prophecy, but hardly a *metapnor% pace 
Wieder, Scrolls, 85 n. 3 citing Fası, Jâmi* ii, 52. 
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(juxtaposition of things similar), are amply attested-* That imagery draw 
upon ‘analogous’ formations could not, after ali, be thought to represent a 
strain upon the resources of any language. But for the terminology of 
rhetorical exegesis it is more accurate and convenient to maintain a strict 
separation of mathal from metaphor. The latter was bound by linguistic 
considerations which could not be, or in practice at least were not, 
applied to the range of the former. 

In his treatment of mathal Suyütî adduced (anonymously) the following 
definition;^ J JUÜİ oU 

I4J ^yıJJI There the role of the scriptural mathal is ex- 

plained as an aid to comprehension, achieved by report to the personifi- 
cation of concepts. The reference, in my opinion, can only be to allegory, 
of which the prosopopoeic verses adduced by Zamakhsharî as tamthill 
takhyîl might be held to contain a pale reflection .3 For those, at least, the 
antithesis mathal:haqq is appropriate. The Talmudic application of mashal 
also inciuded, in addition to parable, allegorical interpretation, e.g. the 
fables of Jotham(Judges 9: 7-20) and Joseph (2 Kings 14: 8-14).'^ Now, 
the designedly esoteric characterer of the Quranic mathal was explicit in 

the text of scripture (Q. 29: 43): '^1 Uj ^rLUl 

ö^UJl, an admission of Deutungsbedurftigkeit comparable to Matthew 

13: 10-13.5 The assumption of those exegetes not concemed with Identi¬ 
fication of dramatis personae or with relation of the mathal to a remembered 
historical event (real or fictive) was of emblematic language, by means of 
which levels of significance could be discemed in scripture. 

These levels were not mutually exclusive, but rather, parallel and com- 
plementary. Ultimately incorporated into Standard works in the exegetical 
tradition, that principle was concisely set out in the introduction to the 

Tafm of Sahi Tustarl (d. 283/896):* hoj\ VI jT^Ü! ^ LT Lj 

aJUl ^ I459 ^\yj\ ^ Every Quranic. 

verse had thus four ‘meanings’: zâkir (literal), bâtin (symbolic), hadd (pre- 
scriptive), and matla^ (spiritual). My translations are only approxinıate: in 
view both of their number and order of appearance correlation with the 
quadrivium of medieval Biblical exegesis may be justified:^ 

* See above, pp. 166-7; Goldziher, Zâhiriten, 104-5; Tahânawî, Iştilâbât, 1193-4. 

* Itgân iv, 38. 3 3^^ above, p. 241. ♦ Bacher, Terminologie i, 122. 

5 Also Mark 4: 10-3, Luke 8: 9-10; one of these passages, probably Matthew 13, '«ras 

mentioned by Suyütî, ltqân iv, 39. 

^ GAS i, 647; Tafsity 3; adduced anonymously and abbreviated in Suyûçî, Itqân iv, 
196-7; see above, III pp. 104-5. 

’ See Lausberg, Hanâbuch, para. 900 (according to Rabanus Maurus); Richter, Exe^ 
gese, IS, 174-90- 
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zâhir\historia 
bâtin\alîegoria 
hadâ:tropologia 
matla : anagoge 

While, in the Müslim tradition, the rich possibilities of polysemy and multi- 
valence had already begun to be exploited by elaboration of methods 
derived from the principles of tvujüh and tazozl,^ it is worth noting that 
the schematic arrangement of four levels of ‘meaning* for every (!) scrip- 
tural verse exhibited considerable refinement of the earlier binary opposi- 
tion muhkamımutashâbihlmııshtabih, in which theoretically (at least), only 
the latter were susceptible of more than one ‘correct’ interpretation. The 
fourfold System was, moreover, first formulated and invariably advocated 
by exegetes whose concern with the literal sense {historiaısecundum 
litteram), even when expressly declared, was minimal. Here devoid (or 
nearly so) of the polemically charged connotations of halakhic usage,^ the 
term zahir was reduced to littie more than a point of departure for symbolic 
and eschatological speculation. Coexistence of four semantic values implied 
both equality and independence of function: Jerusalem was thus the 
Capital of the Jews (Jıistoria), the church of Christ {allegoria), the soul of 
man (tropologia), and the city of God (anagoge).^ The Müslim designation 
of that phenomenon was tatbiq^ described by Suyütî as a kind of symbolic 

parallelism:^ ,J 1 oljUl ybIAn 

example is the interpretation imposed upon Sürat al~Fü by the Şüfî Ibn 
'Arabi (d. 638/1240): in the historical attack of Abraha on the Meccan 
sanctuary was reflected the assault of the powers of darkness upon the soul 
of man, and in its repulsion deliverance of the soul from the snares of 
fantasy by the powers of intellect.^ The exegetical principle itself might be 
described as tropologia, and its relation to historia defined as tatbîqfi 

Symbolic parallelism is the necessary substratum of ali allegory, as well 
as of irony and caricature. its success required uninterrupted consciousness 
of the literal ‘ground", the source of whatever persuasive power the imagery 
of superimposed levels (whether allegoriay tropologiüy or anagoge) might 
possess. The relation is one of counterpoint, present in allegory both as 
Creative mode and as exegetical device.'^ It might not be unjustified to see 
in Philonic allegorism an identical set of postulates, for which paremphasis 
expressed the counterpoint between literal (phaneros) and symbolic 

^ See above, pp. 154-6, 208-12. * See above, pp. 150-1, 152-3, 187-8. 

3 Laıısberg, Handbuch, loc. cit. 

♦ Itqân iv, 195; read possibly haqaiq for daqaiq. 

5 Cited Goldziher, Richtungen^ 242-4; see above, I pp. 42—3. 

* Pace Goldziher, loc. cit., who ccmtrasted talbîq with ta*wîl (the latter described as 
*wirkliche Alîegorie’), following Ibn 'Arabî. 

^ Cf. Frye, Anatomy of Cnticism^ 89-92: the ^contrapuntaî technique*. 



244 


QURANIC STUDIES 


(hyponoîo) levels of significance.^ In Suyûtî’s definition of tatbiÇy the 
elements linking literal expression {ntişûşlzazvâkir) with arcane meaning 
{daqâ^iq \ }haqâ^iq) were designated ‘concealed allusions’ {ishârât khafiyya), 
or better ‘signs’.^ The linkage which folIowed upon apprehension of the 
sign was called itibâr (transition).^ Unlike tatbîq and ishâray wlıich were 
corollaries of the agreement to recognize manifold ‘meaning’, i'tib^ was a 
reference to procedure.'^ It was not, however, Vtibâry but ta^ml which 
became the generic designation of symbolic exegesis. Reason for termino- 
logical development lay, of course, in the close association of ta^wil with 
the concepts of polysemy/homonym {wujûh). The antithesis ta"ml:tafsir 
acquired new significance. From an almost neutral description of rational, 
as contrasted with traditional, interpretation,® tami became first a collec- 
tive expression for ali save literal exegesis {zâhtr)y and finally an epithet of 
abuse for irresponsible, as contrasted with ‘respectable’ scriptural exegesis 
(tafstr), Polemical reference to ta^zvil was nearly always abusivc, e.g. in 
the writings of Ibn Hazm.^ Among practitioners of ta'mly the term tafsir 
described the necessary first step \historia) of any interpretation, but no 
more than that, e.g. in the work of Ibn ‘Arabî.^ Patronization of tafsir by 
Şûfî exegetes found a complement in the criticism of their methods by 
opponents who perversely rejected Şüfî exegesis precisely because it was 
not Hafsîr\^ 

In Tustarî’s work symbolic interpretation is primitive and archetypal. 
The equivalence scripturerlight {qur^ân :nûr) was, for example, justified 
by reference to the intermediate term ‘guidance’ {hudâ)y derived explicitly 
from Q. 42: 52 and implicitly from 24: 40.^ Ad Q. 2: 269 wisdom (hikma) 
represented self-discipline in adversity, elimination of camal appetites, 
and spirituaİ vigilance. Wisdom also comprehended ali of the Sciences, the 
basis of which was Sunna. Similarly, knowledge Çilm) was essentially 
arcane, and those granted access to it {aUrâsikhûn fil-Hlm) the special reci- 
pients of divine favour.^® Ad Q. 24: 35 the image iIluınination/wisdom was, 
not unexpectedly, elaborated in some detail; i.e. divine light, the light of 
Muhanomad, the heart of the believer incandescent v^rith the illumination 

» See Loewe, ‘The"plain” meaning*, i43'-5i, esp. 148. 

* Goldziher, RichUa^en, 225-7: *Hindeutungen*. 

* Goldziher, op. cit., 245-5 * • ‘Hinüberschreiten*. 

Pace Goldziher, loc. cit., where Vîihâr is defined as the halakhic application of tafbtq, 

5 See above, pp. 154-5. 

* Goldziher, Zdhiriien, 132 n. 2; id., Vorlesungen, 108, 159. 

’ Goldziher, RickUa^erty 224-57, esp. 239 n, 2. 

* See the discussion in Suyûtî, Itqân iv, 194-8; that view was to some eztent shared 
even by moderate Şûfı exegetes, e.g. Suhrawardî, see Goldziher, op. cit., 186 n. ı; 
Jullandri*s unqualified description of Şûfî exegesis as Hafnr* is simplistic and misleading, 
as is his distinction between ‘symbolic tafsir* (ishârilramzî) and ‘speculative tafsir* {nazarî), 
cf. his study ‘Qur*ânic exegesİs^ 105-19. 

* Tustarî, Tafsir, 5. 

Tustarî, 32-3, and 36-7 ad Q. 3; 7. 
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of divine unity, and finally, the Qur" 5 n as lamp: knowledge its light, com- 
mandments its wick, and purity its oil.^ 

It is precisely such straightforvvard substitution/transfer wh2ch character- 
ized this earliest symbolic exegesis: e.g. umm aUgurâ in Q. 42; 7 was both 
Mecca {zâhiruha) and the human heart {bâtinuhâ), its environs the members 
of the human body; lawh ntahfûz in Q. 85: 22 was the breast of the believer, 
in which truth might abide.^ Underlying interpretation of that kind was 
the acceptance of extended simile: the extent to which it may justifiably 
be described as allegory depends upon the nature of the scriptural passage 
subjected to exegesis. Tustarî’s work contains almost no commentary on 
the ‘narrative’ sections of the Qur’ân, that is, those which would lend 
themselves most easily to the action:imagery transfer typical of allegory 
(e.g. Sür as 12 and 18). The technique of dramatic allegorization found later 
and full expression in the writings of Ibn ‘Arabî.^ Earlier traces may be 
seen in commentaries ascribed to JaTar al-Şâdiq (d, 148/765) where, for 
example, the ascension of Muhamrnad {mtrâj aUnabt) was analysed as a 
threefold passage: from Mecca to heaven {malaküt)^ from Medina to power 
(jabarüt), and from birth back to his creator.^ 

Recourse to symbolic interpretation was very much a characteristic of 
sectarian exegesis, for an important part of which the names of JaTar and 
his father Muhamrnad al'Bâqir were significantly authoritative. But a more 
appropriate, because datable and indisputably authentic, illustration of that 
particular technique is found in the Tafstr of Qummî (d. 309/92i).5 There, 
ad Q. 14: 24-6, the mathal contrasting the good and the evil word {kalima) 
with the good and the evil tree {shajarâ) was interpreted as reference to the 
contrasting histories of the prophetical progeny {ahi al-bayt) and the dis- 
believers {kâfirün)^ with concomitant elaboration of the imagery derived 
from root, branch, and leaf.® Ad Q. 15: 87 the seven mathâni were under- 
stood to refer to the Shî'î imâms'^ and ad Q. 18: 60-82 the long dialogue 
between Khidr and Müsâ was related to a prognosis of Muhammad's 
appearance as herald of the true faith.® The device by which agency in the 
narratio was transformed into imagery appropriate to the Islamic theodicy 
could be construed as allegory, but because of the specifically historical 
mention in such exegesis, it may more accurately be described as typology.^ 
The historicization or actualization of scriptural imagery is the converse 
and complement of allegorical interpretation, and both require assent to 

^ Tuştan, 103. * Tustarî, 128-9 and 180, respectively, 

^ See Goldziher, RichtuTigen, 233. 

♦ GAS i, 528-31, e.g. 529 no. 2; MS Nafiz Pasha 65, 70''-!** ad Q. 17: ı; see above, 
II pp. 67-9. 

5 See above, pp. 146-7; and Goldziher, op. cit. 279-309. 

® Qummî, Tafstr i, 369. 

’ Oummî, i, 377; cf the emendation/exegesis ummaıa'immay above, p. 167 n. 4. 

® Oummî, İİ, 37-40; see above, pp. 127-8. 

® Cf. Lausberg, Hanâbuck, para. 901; Seeligmann, ‘Midraschexegese’, 167-76. 
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the symbolic quality of the schemata of revelation. Definition of those 
schemata as the projection of cultural and spiritual ideals into history, or 
as the refraction of history in poetic imagery, will depend upon the use to 
\vhich they are being put: whether as rhetorical device (synthetic) or as 
exegetical technique (analytic). 

In Biblical literatüre the terms employed for typological exegesis 
originally designated the interpretation of dreams, i.e, patar and peshar,^ 
The ‘prognostic exegesis^ of sectarian Judaism, Qumranic and Karaite, 
consisted exclusively of typological equivalents drawn from different but 
allegedly parallel historical processes.^ While it is certainly tempting to see 
in the Islamic term tafsîr a reflex of patarjpeshaty^ the literary evidence 
provides littie support for the conjecture. The hapax legomenon in Q. 25: 
33 referred not to dream nor to scripture, but to mathal, and the origin of 
iafsir as terminus technicus belonged to the tradition of profane rhetoric.'^ 
Now, the Quranic equivalent oi p-t-r in Genesis 40: 8 and of p-sh~r in 
Daniel 5: 12 is tatvil, which occurs eight times in Sürat Yûsuf, always 
glossed Mream-interpretation^ {ta*btr al-ru^yâ), and nine times elsewhere, 
glossed ‘outcome 7 ‘sequel’ {^âqihd),^ The eschatological and prognostic 
overtones of both uses render ta'vnl an appropriate designation of typo¬ 
logical exegesis. That the Müslim term tafsîr might, on the other hand, 
have reflected a characteristically sectarian and polemical emphasis upon 
the recent fulfilment of a historical promise articulated in Hebrew scrip- 
ture remains a distinct possibility. Such, indeed, was the function of ali 
scriptural interpretation and the task imposed upon exegetes of every 
allegiance: 

srTT* DDnnD -»Ö 

(Qohelet 8: ı) 

* Bacher, Terminologze ii, 177-80» i 73 ~ 4 » respectively; Gertner, *Terms’, 17-18, 

* See Wieder» Scrolls, 199-213; Rabin» Qumran, 117. 

3 Rabin» Qumran, 117. * See above, pp. 154, 233-5. 

5 See above, pp. 156-7. 
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ANNOTATIONS 


THESE annotations have been inciuded in this reprint in order to 
remove some of the barriers to understanding Quranic Studies for 
those whose Arabic, Judaeo-Arabic, Latin, Hebrew, German, and 
French is limited. A good deal of acquaintance with Arabic remains an 
absolute necessity to make sense of this book, certainly, but through a 
combination of transliteration and translation, it is hoped that the 
reader will find the material somewhat more accessible. Where the 
point of the Arabic script citation in Quranic Studies is a linguistic one, 
transliteration is provided; translation is provided where the point re- 
lates more to content. It must be admitted, however, that the dividing 
line between these two is not always clear; thus, on occasion, clarifîca- 
tion is provided by transliterating individual words in the context of 
translation into English. Arabic words that already appear in trans¬ 
literation in the text have generally not been translated. Passages in 
Arabic script that are already translated in the book have been noted as 
such. Published translations have been used where possible but have 
ofien been modified to accord vvıth Wansbrough*s intention behind 
adducing the passage. 

The glossary provides meanings for instances of French, German, 
Greek, and Latin terminology that are not glossed in the text or that 
are used on multiple occasions, as well as for English words that caused 
me difficulty when I first read the book. The latter category is highly 
subjective, and I recognize that everyone will have a different sense of 
what should be inciuded or what could (even should) be excluded. 

Bibliographical references for Arabic manuscript works that have 
been published since the publication of Quranic Studies have been pro¬ 
vided in the new section that follows the bibliography to this book. At 
one time I considered providing page references to the published 
editions in these annotations; however, in the end, I decided that those 
readers who have the necessary skiUs to consult the published works 
will be able to find the corresponding page numbers reasonably quickly 
on their own initiative. 

Words in brackets indicate a correct reading and that there is a 
misprint in Quranic Studies \ words in parentheses generally indicate 
matter added for clarification. In passages translated from exegetes 
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(ete.), quotations from the Qur'ân have been underlined in order to 
clarify the separation between text and gloss, although it is important 
to remember that such clarifîcations are not always apparent in the 
original text. 

These annotations and glossary have been placed at the end of 
Quranjc Studies in order to maintain the integrity of the book which 
John Wansbrough wrote. The translations provided here may not 
always convey Wansbrough's understanding of the passage in question, 
nor his intention in citing it. I would like to express my gratitude to 
Gerald Hawting (London), Walid Saleh (Toronto), Eliezer Segal 
(Calgary), and Ingrid Holmberg (Victoria) for their help with various 
elements of these annotations; I do accept fiili personal responsibility 
for what has been provided here, hovvever. 
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Parti 


Page X 

wie es eigentlich 


gewesen 

how it actually happened 

Page 2 

0, 2:134 

dJka ummatun qad khalat 

0: 7:34 

lî’-kuîli ummatin ajal 

0,10:47 

li~kulli ummatin rasûl 

0,16:63 

laqad arsalnâ ilâ umam min qablika 

Q. 23:81 

bal qâlû mithia mâ qâla l-awwalûn 

0 : 8:38 

fa-qadmadat sunnatu l~awwalm 

Q. 6:25 

in hâdhâ illâ asâtıru l~awwalln 

Q. 15:10 

wa-laqad arsalnâ min qablika flshiyaİ 1 - 
awwalîn 

0: 43:8 

wa madâ mathalu l~awwalm 

0, 6:6 

kam ablaknâ min qablihim min qarn 

0,7:4 

wa kam min qaryatin ahlaknâhâ 

0: 15:4 

wa mâ ablaknâ min qarya 

0- 6:131 

mublik akqurâ 

Q. 20:99 

kadbâlika naquşşu 'alayka min anbâ^ mâ qad 
sabaqa 

Page 3 

Q. 12:111 

laqad kâna fl qişaşibim ibrat 

Q. 30:42 

famzurü kayfa kâna 'âqibat alladbîna min qahlı 

Q. 27:34 

Ubi sunt qui ante nos 

qâlat inna l~mulük idbâ dakbalü qaryatan 
afsadûbâ wa ja ^alü a izzat ahlihâ adbillatan wa 
kadbâlika yafalûnay She said, “Kings, when 
they enter a city, they disorder it and make the 
mighty ones of its inhabitants abased. This is 
what they will do.” 

in mundo fuere 

where are those who lived before us 

Page 4 

Q. 13:6 

waqad khalat min qablihim al-mathulât 

0, 34:19 

wa [fa] ja 'ainâhum ahâdîth 

Q. 2:49 

wa fi dhâlikum balâ'min rabbikum 
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0: 89:15 

/k amma binsin Idhâ mâ ^btalâhu rabbuhu 

Q. 29:3 

wa laqad fatannâ 'lladhina mın gablihim 

0; 21:35 

kullu nafs dhâ'igatu %mawt wa-nablükum bil- 
sharr wal~khayr fitnatan wa-ilaynâ turja^üna 

0 , 74:31 

kadhâlika yudillu İlâh man yashâd 

Q. 11:116 

al-gurün min gablikum ûlû bagîyat 

0; 30:43 

min gablianyaliyayawm lâ maraddlahu min 
Allah 

0; 32:14 

nasîtum ligâ^yawmikum 

0: 34:30 

lakum mfâdyawm 

Q. 69:24 

al-ayyâm al-khâliya 

0; ıo;ıo2 

mithia ayyâm alladhlna khalaw min gablihim 

0,45:14 

alladhîna [liîladhlnaj lâyarjüna ayyâm Allah 

Biblical 

yom YHWH 

Isaiah 9:3 

yom Madyan 

Judges 8:13 

malhamab 

Numbers 21:14 

milhamot YHWH 

0 3:140 

wa tilka 1 -ayyâm nudâwiluhâ bayna 1 -nâs 

0; 14:5 

akhrij gawmaka min akzulumât illâ Inûr wa 
dhakkirhum bkayyâm Allâh 

PageS 

0 3:190 

Nachrichten 

inna fı kbalgi %samawat wakard wa-khtila£ 1 - 
layi wal-nahâr la-âyât Ikûlî 1 -albâb 

apokalyptischer Art 

Communications of an apocaIyptic character 

P^e 6 

0,38:29 

( 0 ; 55) 

kitab anzalnahu ilayka mubârak liyaddabbaru 
âyâtihi 

(Sürat Rahmân):i3 

fa-bi'ayyi âlâ' rabbikumâ tukadhdhibâni 

0 2:248 

inna fl dhâlika la-âyatan 

Isaiah 37:30 

we-zeh lekha ha-ot 

Isaiah 7:14 

laken yitten adonay hu lakhem ot 

Q. 18:9 

am hasibtâ anna aşhâb al~kahf wa-l-ragîm 
kânû min âyâtinâ kjab 

Heilsankündigung 

announcement of salvation 

Gerichtsankündigung 

announceraent of judgment 
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Page 7 

Q. 10:20 

lawlâ unzila ‘alayhi âya min rabbibi 

Q. 21:5 

bal <jâlû adghâth ahlâm bal iftarâhu bal huwa 
sbâlr falya^tinâ bi-âya kama ursila l-awwalûn 

Q. 37:168 

law anna İndanâ dhikr min al-awwaİTn 

Q. 7:203 

wa-idhâ lam ta'tihim bkâya qâlü lawlâ 
jtabaytahâ 

0, 40:78 

wa mâ kâna li-rasûl anya'tiya bi-âya illâ bi- 
idhn Allâh 

Q. 19:46, 48 

qâla arâghib anta ‘an âlihatîyâ İbrahim laİn 
lam tantahi la-arjumannaka wa bjurnî malîy 
. , . wa-a‘tazilukum wa mâ tad‘ûna min dûna 
ilâh 

0, 73:10 

wa-^şbir ‘alâ mâyaqülûna wa-hjurhüm hajr 


jamll 

Q. 2:218 

inna lladhîna âmanü wa- 11 adnîna hârajû wa 
Jâhadû fi sabîl Allâh 

Q. 4:100 

wa man yuhâjir fl sabîl Allâh yajid fî 1 -ard 
murâghaman kathiran wa sa ^atan wa man 
yakhmj min baytihi muhâjiran ilâ Allâh wa 
rasûlihi 

Page 8 

0,8:5 

kamâ akhrajaka rabbuka min baytika bi 1 -haqq 

0 : 59--3 

wa lawlâ an kalaba ilâh ‘alayhim al-jalâ' la- 
‘adhdhabahum fî 1 -dunyâ 

0, 9:38 

idhâ qîla lakum unfirû fî sabîl Allâh 

0; 51:50 

fa-firrû ilâ ilâh 

0,44:23 

fa-asri bi-Hbâdî laylan 

0,11.81 

fa-asTİ bi-ahlika bi-qit‘min aldayi 

0; 3:137 

fa-sîrû fî 1 -ard fa-nzurû kayfa kâna ‘âqibatu 1 - 
m ukadhdhibîn 

0 : 3:81 

wa-idh akhadha ilâh mîthâq al-nabîyîn 

Page 9 

0: 9:75 

wa minhum man ‘âhada ilâh 

0; 2:27 

alladhînayanqudüna ‘ahda ilâh min bad 
mîthâqihi 

0 , 7:169 

a-lamyu'khadh 'alayhimmîthâqafkitâb 
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Saadya Psalm 111:5 

yazkhar le-olâm berito^ “He is ever mindful of 
His covenant,” rendered in Judaeo-Arabic as 
yadhkurüna bibi ilâ l~abad 'ahdahuy “they will 
remember thereby forever His covenant.” 

0, 8:56 

alladhîna ^âhadta minhum thumma yanqudûna 
'abdahum fi külli marratin wa-bum lâ 
yattaqûna 

Q. 8:72 

wa~in istanşarûkum 61 -dîn fa-^alaykum aknaşr 
illâ ^alâ qawm baynakum wa baynahum mîthâq 

Q. 19:78 

attala ^a fghayb am ittakbadha İnda %rabmân 
'abdan 

0, 17:34 

inna fabd kâna mas'ûl 

0: 33:15 

wa kâna 'ahdAllâb masul 

P^e 10 

diatheke 

Terminus der 
arabischen 

covenant 

Rechtssprache 

terminology of Arabic jurisprudence 

Umma document 

wa-inna dhimmat Allâb wâhida 

Q. 23:8 

wa-lladblna bum li-amânâtihim wa''abdibim 
râ'üna 

Nehemiah ıo:ı 

amanab 

0; 48:10 

inna lladblna yubâyi'ûnaka innamâ yubâyi'ûna 

llâb 

Q. 16:91 

wa-awfû bk'abdAllâb idbâ 'âbadtum wa lâ 
tanqudû faymân ba'da tawkldibâ 

Page 11 

0; 33:15 

wa laqad kânû 'âbadû llâb min qablu lâ 
yuwallûna 1 -adbâr wa kâna 'abdAllâb mas^ûl 

0: 33:7 

wa-idb akbadbnâ min al-nabiyîn mîtbâqabum 
wa minka wa min Nûh wadbrâbîm wa-Mûsâ 
wa-'Isâ ibn Maryam wa-akbadbnâ minbum 
mîthâq gballz 

Q. 20:115 

wa-laqad 'abidnâ ilâ Âdâm min qablu famasiya 
wa lam napd labu 'azm 

Jeremiah 31:31 

berit badasbahy “new covenant” 

Luke 22:20 

kaine diatbeke^ “new covenant” 
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0^9:1 

baraja min Allah wa rasülihiilâ lladhlna 
^âhadtum min al-mushrikîn 

0 ; 54:43 

a-kuIFârukum khayr min ülâikum am lakum 
baraja fl 1 -zubur 

Page İZ 

Zamakhshan 

Concerning the decrees and orders of the 
kings, the following (expressions) are used: the 
king has directed {taqaddama) someone, 
instructed {aw^aza) him, commanded ( 'azama) 
him, and covenanted ( ^ahida) with him. 

Q. 19:17 

fa-arsalnâ ilayhâ rühanâ fa~tamaththala lahâ 
bashar sawîy 

0 , 19:19 

qâla innamâ anâ rasûl rabbika İkahaba laki 
ghulâm zakîy 

0; 19:21 

qâla kadhâliki (the final vowel reads so in the 
Qur'ân, although the Standard would be 
kadhâlika) qâla rabbuki huwa ^alayya hayyin 
wa İknafalahu âya lil-nâs wa rahma minnâ wa 
kâna amr maqdîy 

Page 13 

(O-19:21) 

kadhâlika qâla rabbuki 

Hebrew 

koh amar YHWH 

0 , 10:33 

kadhâlika haqqat kalimat Allâh [rabbika] 

Q. 27:34 

wa kadhâlika yafalûna 

Q. 11:102 

wa kadhâlika akhdh rabbika idhâ akhadha 1 - 
qurâ 

0; 18:19 

wa kadhâlika ba^athnâhum 

0; 2:286 

kamâ hamaltahu 'ala lladhlna min qablinâ 

0,4:47 

kamâ la'annâ aşhâb al-sabt 

0,2:187 

kadhâlikayubayyinu İlâh âyâtahu 

Q; 6:55 

wa-kadhâlika nufaşşilu 1 -âyât 

0, 37:80 

innâ kadhâlika najzî 1 -muhsinTn 

prophetisches Wort 

â/s Botenwort 

prophetic speech as the speech of a messenger 

Page 15 

Ezekiel 3:11 

Speak to them and say to them, “Thus says the 
Lord God.” 
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Ezekiel 11:5 

He said to me, Say, “Thus says the Lord.” 

(Proverbs 5:7) 

ıve-atah banim (Listen to me!) 

(Proverbs 4:10) 

shema ' beni 

(Proverbs 4:1) 

shim 'u banim 

Page 16 

Q. 31:12-13 

wa-laqad âtaynâ Luqmân al-hikma . , . waddh 
qâla Luqmân li-^bnihi wa huwayaİzubuyâ 
hunayya lâ tushrik bi-İlâh 

Ezekiel 8:6 

Son of man {ben adam): do you see? 

Ezekiel 8:17 

Have you seen, son of man {ben adaın )1 

Kitâb al-aşnâm 

with their mixing into that which was not of it 

Page 17 

Müslim talbiya 

labbayka 

Deuteronomy 33:29 

Happy are you! {ashrayka) 

P^e 18 

0 ; 37:35 

lâ ilâh illâ İlâh 

0; 5:4 

fwa-dhkurû] ism Allâh 

Q. 29:45 

wa-ladhikr Allâh akbaru 

0-112 (Sürat Ikhiâş) 

qul huwa İlâh ahad 

0- 6:121 

mimmâ lam yudhkar ism Allâh ‘alayhi 

Hebrew 

we-^atah 

Page 19 

Q. 2:248 

inna fl dhâlika la-âya 

Q. 20:9 

hal atâka hadlth [Q. 38:21 reads hal atâka 
nabad\ 

0.9:70 

adam [yalihim]naba'l^l, 14*19— 

reads adam [yalikum]naba\ 

0=7:185 

fa bfayyhadlth ba'dahuyu'minüna 

034:19 

[fa]ja'alnâhum ahâdlth 

018:13 

nahnu naquşşu 'alayka nabâ^ahum 

012:3 

nahnu naqüşşu ^alayka ahsan afqaşaş 

0 , 11 -.49 

tilka/dhâlika min anbâ^ 

04:44 

adam tara ilâ/an 

0 13:41 

awdam yaraw ilâ/an 

0 30:9 

awdam yasîrû fî 1 -ard 

0 19:16 

wa-^dhkur h 1 -kitâb 
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^ 0 : 38:17 

O 14:5 


wa-dhkur 'abdanâ 
wa dbakkirhum bi-ayyâm Allah 


Page 20 

O 18:32 
05:27 

o, 2:252 


wa~dnb lahum mathal 
wa-'tlu 'alayhim naba' 
tilka âyât Allah natlûbâ 


Page 21 

Moubarac Moreover, there is a history of the religion in 

the Our'ân more than a religion of history. 


Page 24 

O 29:36—37 And to . . . their brother ... he said, “O 

people, serve God.” 

diatribe (Q. 11:84) Give full measure and weight 


Page 25 

(011:85) 

(011:85) 

Q. 2:60 

O 55:46 


O 55:46-61 


Do not cheat the people of their property 
Do not work evil in the land 
Do not act corruptly in the land 
{Janna is singular in Q. 79:41) For he 'vvho 
fears standing before his Lord, two ga rdens 
{jannatân) —al-Farrâ' said that this means one 
garden {janna)\ it is as if He had said, “Indeed, 
the garden is the dwelling place,” but He made 
it dual on account of the rhyme. 

And which of the favors of your Lord will the 
two of you deny? 


Page 26 

Psalm 136 For His steadfast love endures forever 


Page 27 

Q. 2:25 Gardens {Jannât) under which flow rivers 

Waraqa b. Nawfal Among the people he was a tyrant; to the Fire, 

he was Hâwiya. 

I am informing you that I entered the hâwiya. 


Abıd b. Abraş 
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Page 28 

0 , 16:51 

translated in the text 

Page 30 

Zamakhsharı 

These are the angelic archangels/cherubim who 
surround the throne, like Gabriel, Michael, 
İsrafil and others of their rank. 

Page 31 

Q. 18:48 

You have come to us as We created you the 
first time 

0,20:55 

We created you from it and into it We shall 
return you and from it We shall bring you out 
again 

0,36:79 

Say, “He who gave life to them the first time 
will give life to them.” 

0,10:34 

Say, “God originates creation and then repeats 

Deuteronomy 32:39 

İL. 

I give death and life 

Q. 2:259 

I give life and death 

liturgical Hebrew 

Page 32 

Ezekiel 37:1—14 

Giver of life to the dead 

[ı.2> 3] 

^atsamotyebeshot, “dry bones” 

0,23:14 

We made bones out of the tissue and clothed 
the bones with flesh 

0, 36:78 

Who will give life to the bones when they have 
decayed? 

0, 22:5 

Indeed, We created you of dust 

0: 56[58]:6 

yawmyabathuhum Allah 

0,7:14 

ilâ ya wın yub ‘athüna 

0 , 19:85 

yawın nahshura l-muttaqîn 

0; 10:28 

wa'yawm nahshuruhum jamf 

0; 24:64 

wa~ya wm yurja ^ûna ilayhi 

0: 19:15/33 

wa-yawmyub^athu/ub^athu hayy 

0: 22:7 

wa-anna İlâhyab'athu man fl İ-qubûr 

0: 30:56 

fa-hâdhâyawm al-ba^th 

0: 50:44 

yawm tashaqqaqu 1 -ard 'anhum sirâ' dhâlıka 
hashr %laynâ yasîr 
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\ O; 86:8—9 

Page 33 

Q. 39:68 
0,83:6 

anâstasis 

Hebrew 

Greek 

Page 34 

0,42:51 


o, 42:52 
Page 35 

Biblical masveh/ 
kalpnma 
Rabbinic Hebrew 
[Gen. Rabba 52, 7] 
Q. 4:164 

Page 36 
0,25:32 

Kalbî on O; 17:2 

Q. 17:106 

O: 56:75 

Page 37 

Q. 20:114 

o, 2:185 
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innahu ^ala rafihi la-qadiryawm tublâ %sara^ir 


fa~idhâ hum qiyânı yanzurüna 

yawmyaqûmu %nâsîi-rabbi %'âlamîn 

resurrection 

Giver of life to the dead 

anastasis 


wa mâ kâna li-bashar / an yukaJkmahu 'ilâh illâ 
/ (A) wahy / (B) aw min warâ'hijâb / (C) aw 
yursila rasûl / fa-yûhiya biddhnihi / mâyashâ'u 
/ innahu 'alîy hakim 

Therefore We revealed {awhayna) to you a 
spirit from Our command. 


Hebrew and Greek respectively; veil 

me~ahore ha-wilony “from behind the veil” 
wa-kallama İlâh Mûsâ takllman 


wa qâla lladhîna kafam Iaw-lâ nuzzila 'alayhi f 
qur'ân Jumlatan vvâhidatan kadhâlika If 
nuthabbita bihi fu'âdâka wa~rattalnâhu tartılan 
wa-âtaynâ Mûsâ 'l-kitâh —We bestowed on 
Moses the Torah ali of one piece {jumla 
wâhida) 

wa qur'ânan [faraqnâhü] l-taqra'ahu ""alâ 1 -nâs 
âlâ mukth wa nazzalnâhu tanzîlan 
bi~mawâqfi 1 -nujûm 


wa lâ tajal bffqur'ân min qabli an tuqdâ ilayka 
wahyuhu 

The month of Ramadan in which the Qur'ân 
was sent down 
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0.97:1 

Indeed, We sent it down on the night of power 
{laylat al-gadr). 

Suyûtî 

It was sent down to the nearest heaven on the 
night of power ali of one piece then it was sent 
dovm after that serially över the period of 
twenty years. 

Ibn Islıâq 

It is within that which has reached me about 
what Jesus, son of Mary, had written in what 
came to him from God in the Gospel (which 
he gave) to the people of the Gospel. 

Saadya 

The Torah was given (to Israel) scroll by scroll. 

Page 38 

Suyutı 

Concerning (this topic) also is the equality 
( taswiya) between our prophet and Moses in 
the revelation of his book as a whole and the 
elevation ( tafdîl) of Muhammad in the 
revelation to him being serial {rnunajjam) so 
that he could memorize it. 

Page 39 

1. 

We were a people in ignorance {jâhlliyya) 

Q. 11:29 

I see you are a people that is ignorant 
( tajhalûna) 

0 : 3--154 

Until God sent to us a messenger from among 

11c 

Q. 62:2 

It is He who sent the common people a 
messenger from among them 

2. 

Worshiping idols 

Page 40 

(2) 

who called us to God, to associate no one with 
him, to worship Him, to rid ourselves of the 
stones and images which we and our fathers 
had been worshiping 

(2 cont’d) 

He commanded us to worship God alone and 
to associate nothing with Him 

3 - 

and eating carrion 

4 - 

frequenting prostitutes 

5 - 

and severing the ties of kinship 
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6. 

yiVâr, security 

7 - 

the powerful among us oppressing the weak 

Q. 4:10 

consuming the property of orphans 

8. 

speak honestly 

Q. 19:50 

a tongue of truthfiılness 

Q. 22:30 

false speech 

(8.) 

slander of honorable women 

Q. 24: 4 

those who accuse honorable women 

9 - 

prayer and almsgiving; fasting 

Page 41 

Ja'far 

fîrst part of Kâf-Hâ'-Yâ-'Ayn-Şâd (another 
name of sürat Maryam^ chapter 19) 

Najâshî 

translated in the text 

JaTar 

translated in the text 

Page 42 

Hebrew 

translated in the text 

Page 43 

Nöldeke-Schwally 

The emergence of the Müslim canon is 
completely exceptional; one could even say that 
it was formed in opposition to the norm. It is 
not the work of several writers, but only of one 
man who accomplished it in the short span of a 
generation. 

Page 46 

Arabic 

translated in the text 


Page 49 

Kitâb al-Mabânî The messenger of God said, “I was given the 

seven long (chapters) in place of the Torah and 
the hundred (chapters) in the place of the 
Gospel and the mathânl in the place of the 
Psalms. And I was honored by their 
arrangement.” 
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Page 51 

Taban 

The Qur’ân was in many books, and you 
abandoned ali of them but one. 

Juwaynî 

I say that the Qur'ân is one part and the other 
part is the sunnay just as it is said that Gabriel 
has revealed the sunna just as he revealed the 
Qur'ân. From this comes the transmission of 
the sunna according to the meaning because 
Gabriel brought it in its meaning (only). But 
the Quriân did not come in its meaning (only) 
because Gabriel gave it in its wording. 

Part II 

Page 53 

0: 14:4 

We do not send a messenger unless (he comes) 
in the language of his people. 

Q. 10:47 

Every community has a messenger. 

0.13:8 

Every people has a guide. 

0 35:24 

There has not existed a nation without a 
warner having passed away in it. 

0 28:75 

We shall draw out from every nation a witness. 

0 16:113 

There came to them a messenger from among 
them but they cried lies against him. 

Numbers Rabba 

2o[, 1] 

In the same way as He raised up kings, sages, 
and prophets for Israel, so He raised them up 
for the ummotha-olam. 

Page 54 

07:157-58 

the messenger, the unlettered prophet (or: the 
messenger, the prophet of the common folk) 

‘am ha-areş 

common folk 

0 3:67 

Abraham was not a Jew nor a Christian but he 
was a man of püre faith {hanlf)y a Müslim. 

Q. 16:120 

Abraham was a nation obedient to God, a man 
of püre faith {hanîf). 

Genesis 12:2 

And I will make of you a great nation 
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Page 55 

Malachi 3:1 

Behold, I send my messenger i^malakî) 

Q. 2:285 

We make no division between any one of His 

0.41:43 

messengers. 

Nothing has been said to you without it having 

0 46:9 

been said to the messengers before you. 

Say, “I am not an innovation among the 

0; 17:55 

messengers.” 

We have preferred some prophets över others. 

04:125 

God took Abraham as a friend 

Isaiah 41:8 

Abraham, my friend 

Page 56 

âusserer 

Geschichtsablauf 

historical processes taking place around 

innere Einstellung 

someone 

inner, personal attitudes 

Page 57 

Suyutı 

He said, may the prayers and peace of God be 

imitatio magistri 

upon him, “Was I not given the Qur’ân and 
the like of it with it?” that is, the sunna. 
imitation of the master 

al-aşi al~iqtidâ^ 

principle of emulation 

magister dixit 

“the master said it” 

Hebrew 

The statutes given to Moses on Sinai. 

symbolic acts 

Arabic: sunna fa]iyya\ Hebrew: makasım 

sayings 

Arabic: sunna qawliyya\ Hebrew: debanm 

explication de texte 

close reading of a text 


Page 58 

Gnındschicht, erste 
Schicht, zweite 

Schicht basic (foundational) stratum, first stratum, 

second stratum 


Page 59 
0,91:8 


and inspired {alhama) it to lewdness and 
godfearing 
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Kalbı ad Q. 12:15 

We inspired {awhaynâ ilâ) him—(that is,) 
Joseph; He sent {arsala) Gabriel to him. It is 
also said, He inspired him {alhamahu). 

Suyûtl 

God inspired {alhama) the righteous caliphs 

Ibn Qudâma 

Then it is necessary for you to say that poetry 
is a gudinhecanse God inspires {alhama) the 
speech of the poets and empowers them, just as 
He inspires {alhama) Gabriel according to your 
statement. 

Suyûtî 

The prophet was miserable and did not arise 
for a night or two. His wife came to him and 
said, “0 Muhammad, I can only think that 
your Satan has left you.” 

Page 60 

0; 69:41 

It is not the speech of a poet. 

Q. 69:42 

Nor the speech of a soothsayer 

0: 37:36 

What, shall we forsake our gods for a poet 
possessed? 

0: 51:52 

Even so, there was not a messenger who came 
to those before them without them saying, 
sorcerer or a man possessed.” 

Q. 40:15 

He casts {yulgî) the spirit of His bidding. 

Q. 20:39 

And I cast {algaytu) love on you from Me. 

Q. 8:12 

I win cast terror ( ulgî) into the hearts of those 
who disbelieve. 

Suyûtî 

or it was preserved in the heavenly tablet, so 
(Gabriel) came down to the messenger and cast 
it {yulglhî) into him. 

Q. 22:52 

Satan casts {âlgâ) into his desire . . . so God 
abrogates what Satan casts {yulgî). 

Page 61 

Q. 6:112 

So We have appointed to every prophet {nabî) 
an enemy, satans of men and jinn revealing 
adorned speech to one another. 

Q. 72: 27—28 

Only of those messengers with whom He is 
well pleased; then He dispatches guarding 
angels {raşad) before him and behind him so 
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that He may know they have delivered the 
messages of their Lord. 

Zamakhshari Protecting guardians {raşad) among the angels 

protect him from the satans. 


Page 62 

Kalbî on Q; 12:2 We revealed it as an Arabic QuPân —He is 

saying, We sent Gabriel down to Muhammad 
with the Qur'ân following the rules of the 
Arabic language. 

(Q. 2:97) He has brought it {hu^ accusative pronoun) 

down on your heart by the permission of God. 


Page 63 

(gloss of ummîın 

Q. 7:157-58) 


^am 


ha-, 


ares 


anthropoid 
agrammatoi 
(ac/Q, 7:157) 


He who could not write or read 
common people 


uneducated people 

The illiterate messenger prophet about whom 
they find written reference in their Torah and 
Gospel 


Page 64 
Hebrew 


Q. 61:6 
0: 33:40 


Seal of the prophets 
(place a seal upon) 
Haggai 2:23 


Notriqon (deriving meaning by breaking up a 
word into two or more words or into individual 
letters and having each letter stand for another 
word starting with that letter) and Gematria 
(computation of the numeric value of letters; or 
substitution of letters for other letters), 

Good tidings of a messenger who shall come 
after me whose name shall be Ahmad. 
Muhammad is not the father of any one of 
your men but the messenger of God and the 
Seal of the prophets. 
last of the prophets 
khâtam : taba' 
hotem 
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Page 65 

I Corinthians 9:2 

sphragisy “seal” 

Romans 10:4 

telos nomoUy “goal of the law” 

Greek 

theıos antbropoSy “godlike man” 

Page 67 

Q. 94:1-3 

Did We not öpen your breast for you and lift 
your burden from you that weighed down your 
back? 

spiritual Vision 

Arabic: a vision in the heart; Hebrew: vision of 
the heart 

Q. 17:1 

Glory be to Him who carried His servant by 
night from the holy mosque to the ftırther 
mosque. 

Page 68 

(Q. 17:1) 

carried His servant ( ^abd) by night {laylan) 

(0, 17:1) 

Glory be to He who 

(0: 17:1) 

from the sacred mosque to the distant mosque 

0; 17:60 

We made the vision that We showed you to be 
only a trial for men. 

Q. 17:93 

or you ascend up into the heaven 

Page 69 

Muqâtil 17:1 

Only journey to the three mosques. 

Page 71 

Ibn Hisham 

I am first to revive the order of God and His 
book and to practice it. 

Page 72 

Q. 22:30 

And permitted to you are the flocks except that 
which is recited to you. Avoid the abomination 
of idols. 

0 : 17:45 

When you recite the Qur"ân We place between 
you and those who do not believe in the world 
to come an obscuring curtain. 

0 : 5:13 

We made their hearts hard. 

0,2:88 

And they say, “Our hearts are uncircumcised.” 
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Leviticus 26:41 uncircumcised heart (often translated as 

“stubborn spiril”) 


Page 73 

Exodus 4:21 

I will harden his heart (often translated as 
“make him obstinate”). 

Exodus 34:33-35 

rnasveh 

2 Corinthians 3:12—1 

8 kalummay “veil” 

Tabarî ad Q. 17:45 
Psalm 88:15 

translated in the text 

[= 88:14 KJV ete.] 

hiding Your face from me 

Saadya, Psalm 88:15 

Do not veil your merey. 

Page 74 

0.7:85 

A sign has come to you from your Lord. 

0.4:153 

The people of the book will ask you to bring 
down a book from heaven. 

Page 75 

Q. 29:27 

prophethood and the book {kitâb) 

0. 3:79 

the book {kitâb), wisdom, and prophethood 

0: 35:40 

Or have We given them a book so that they 
have a sign from it? 

Tabarî 

I found it predieted in the book of God (may 
be He praised and elevated), the Torah. 

Page 76 

Q. 2:285 

Each One believes in God and His angels and 
His books {kutubihi) and His messengers. 

Q. 4:46 

Some of the Jews change {yuharrifyna) the 
words {kalini) from their meanings. 

Q. 50:29 

The word {qawl) is not changed with Me. 

Q. 6:115 

None can change His words {kalimâi). 

0, 48:15 

They desire to change God’s speech {kalâni). 

Page 77 

Hebrew 

debar YHWH, “word of God” 

Psalm 33:9 

For he spoke, and it was; he commanded, and 
it stood firm. 
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Q. 2:117 

And when He decrees a thing, He says to it, 

“Be,” and it is. 

Page 79 

Q. 17:88 

Say, “If men and jinn joined together to 
produce the like of this Qur'ân, they would not 
produce its like.” 

0; 28:49 

Say, “Bring a book from God that gives better 
guidance than these two.” 

Pa^e 83 

0.9:6 

Grant him protection until he hears the speech 
of God 

0; 85:21—22 

Rather it is a glorious Qur^ân in a guarded 
(mahlüz) tablet 

Page 84 
awir sheni 

“second air” (that being the spirit of God from 
which ali things emanate, interpreted as a 
subtIe, rarefied air in Saadya’s Commentary on 
the Sefer Yeşirah?} 


Part III 

Page 88 

le fait coranique 

the Qur"ânic accomplishment 

Page 93 
hadlth 

I am the most eloquent of the Arabs 
although/and I am from Quraysh. 

Page 94 

Basran grammarians 

We took the dialect (Information) from the 
hunters of lizards. 

Page 96 

Greek 

aretCy “excellence” 
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We do not send a messenger unless (he comes) 
in the language of his people. 

And if We had made this a foreign Qur^ân they 
would have said, “Why are its verses not 
distinguished? Is this a foreign (book) (with) 
an Arab?” 

Q. 16:103 Indeed, We know that they say, “Only a mortal 

is teaching him.” The speech of him at whom 
they hint is foreign and this is clear Arabic 
speech. 


Page 99 

0; 26:194-95 

Upon your heart so that you may be one of the 
warners in a clear Arabic speech. 

Zamakhsharî 

on Q. 13:37 

an Arabic judgment—translated into the 
language of the Arabs 

Q. 20:27 

Unloose the knot upon my tongue. 

0,28:34 

(he is) more eloquent than me in speech 

Q. 19:97 

We have made it easy by your speech. 

0: 55--17 

We have made the Qur^ân easy. 

Exodus 4:15 

I will be in your mouth. 

Page 100 

Aramaic 

bar anash 

Abgerissenheit 

disjointedness 

Stilmischung 

mbcing of styles 

V ielsch ichtigkeit 

multilayeredness 

Hintergründigkeit 

enigmaticity 

Page 101 

Basran formula 

This is a mere daim for which there is no 
evidence except from wahy and tanziL 

Page 102 
gehobene Sprache/ 

elevated language/oracular style 

Verheissungsstil 

tabellarische Übersicht tabulated synopsis 
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Page 103 

0 , 2:31 

He taught Adam ali of the names. 

Suyûtî 

He enabled Adam to bestow (the names) on 
them. 

Suyûtî 

We do not know of a language which has 
emerged after him (Muhammad). 

Page 104 

Ezekiel 3:5 

Not to a people whose speech is thick and 
difficult have you been sent but to the house of 
Israel. 

0: 

We do not send a messenger unless (he comes) 
in the language of his people. 

Suyûtî, hadîth 

translated in the text 

Tustarî 

Recite the Our'ân with the rhythmic 
embellishments of the Arabs without 
burdening it with other things. Do not read it 
with the embellishments of the people of the 
churches and the synagogues, nor the people of 
heresy and innovation. I and my god-fearing 
community are relieved of (ali) burdens. People 
after me will begin to return their voices to 
those of the singers with melodies, captivating 
their hearts by captivating the listening heart. 
Those are the heedless. 

Page 105 

Jahilı poets 

Until Iblîs ruled their hearts just as he ruled 
the hearts of the poets of the jâhiliyya 

‘Abdallâh 

translated in the text 

Page 107 

Ibn Qutayba 

This is the killer of my brother / This is a 
killer, my brother. 

Ibn Qutayba 

A Qurayshi will not be killed / Let him not kili 
a Qurayshi bound head and foot after today. 

Q. 36:76 

Let not their speech grieve you. Indeed We / 
such that We know what they conceal and 
what they display. 
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Page 108 

Zamakhsharî li-annâ 
Q. 2:124 

0 ; 9:3 


0, 35:28 


Suyûü 

Q. 20:63 
o, 1:4 

Q. 41:17 
0 . 15:54 
0, 39:64 

Page 109 

piece justifîcative 

Suyûtî 


Vollers 

Wetzstein 


with the omission of the lâm of explanation 
And remember when his Lord tried Abraham 
(compare: “when Abraham tried his Lord,” the 
more natural reading). 

that God and His messenger are free from the 
polytheists (compare: “that God is free from 
the polytheists and His messenger,” the more 
natural reading). 

Rather the learned ones among his servants 
who fear God (compare: “rather God fears the 
learned ones among his servants,” the more 
natural reading). 

What can be read three ways in the wording of 

the Qur"ân 

Jn hâthâni la-sâhirâni 

iyyâka tu^badu (You alone are worshiped); 

iyyâka nabudu (You alone we worship) 

amma Thamûdu/Thamûda fa-hadaynâhum 

fa-bima tubashshirûna/tubashshirûni 

qul a-fa-ghayr Allah ta^murûnnî/ta^murünanJ 

abudu ayyahâ al-jâhilûna 


supporting (“justifying”) document 
The intention of (the recitation of the Our’ân^s) 
i'râb is the knowledge of the meaning of its 
words. The intention of it is not the i^^râb as it 
is generally accepted among the grammarians 
which approaches solecism {lahn) because 
reading in the absence (of the fiili i'^râB) is not a 
reading at ali, and it has no merit. 
the stylistic and rhetorical refinements (that 
foUovsr from the grammatical i'râB) 

Ali of these points conceming the omission or 
curtailing of the short vowels hold for 
colloquial language but not for poetry. The 
poetry of the Bedouin is certainly to be sung, 
and, Mrhile the song does not thrive on the 
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contrast between consonants, it does need 
vowels. 


Page ııo 
Derenbourg 


Page 111 
Suyûtl 


Moreover, ali Arab poetry, vvhich had been 
transmitted for a long time only by oral 
tradition, would lose its rhythm, an essential 
attribute of it, if one does not understand the 
authenticity of declension in Arabic. 


Those who read the Qur ân who do so with 
ı'râb will receive twenty blessings for each letter 
■vvhereas those who recite it without i^râb will 
receive ten for each. 


Page 112 

Nöldeke “uncertainty,” “clumsiness,” “embarrassing 

difficulties,” “repetitions for emphasis,” “to the 
Arabs, nearly everything was new,” “every 
beginning is difficult” 

prâsentisch resultativ present resultative (as a verb tense) 


Page 113 

disjunctive formulae God is all-Mighty, all-Wise. 

0 ; 3’*ı 17 God wronged them not, but they wronged 

themselves. 


Page 114 
Zamakhsharî 
on O; 31:28 


0, 27:1 
0,4:136 
0, 2:118 
o 6:ı6ı 


(It is) as if one thing distracted Him from 

another, or one action (distracted Him) from 

doing something else. 

verses of the Qur^ân and a clear book 

O you who believe 

from before them 

As for me, my Lord has guided me to a straight 
path, a right religion, the creed of Abraham, a 
man of püre faith; he was not from among the 
polytheists. 
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except a lıttle of which you may eat 
It is its recompense. 

You would not believe us though we speak 
truthfuliy. 


Page 115 
stilistische 

Eigentümlichkeiten 
Q. 6:109 

O: 7-2 


stylistic peculiarities 

What will make you perceive that, when it 
comes, they will not believe? 

A book sent down to you. So let there be no 
impediment in your breast because of it, to 
warn thereby, and as a reminder to the 
believers. 


Page 116 

Nöldeke The Qur^ân created a (categoıy of) literatüre 

for itself; it had no real predecessor and could 
have no successor. 

Page 117 

Genesis 17:20 I have blessed him, I have made him fruitful, 

and I have increased him greatly, (This is 
translated in the RSV in the future tense, “I 
will bless him and make him fruitful and 
multiply him exceedingly.”) 

PartlV 


Page 123 

Muqâtil âdÇl. 18:4 T hose who say, “God has taken a son” —that 

is, Quraysh when they said, “We worship the 
angels who are the daughters of God.” 

Page 124 

Muqâtil 

ad Q. 18:108— 1 o Ehvelling therein forever {khâlidi n Hha )—they 

win not die {lâyamûtûn); they w ill not desire 
any c hange to the m—that is {ya^nî)^ changing 
to something else. That is that {wa-dhâlika 
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anni) the Jews said to the prophet, “You daim 
that you have been given wisdom and that 
wisdom is ali of knowledge; yet you daim that 
you have no knowledge of the spirit and you 
daim t he spirit is from the command of my 
Lord (Q. 17:85). So how can this be?” God, 
may His mention be exalted, said to His 
prophet, “You have been given knowledge and 
your knowledge is only a small part of the 
knowledge of God.” So (God), may He be 
praised (6 qâla subhanahu)-, said to the Jews, 
Say, “If th e o ceans were ink for the word s of 
my Lord the sea would be spent before the 
word s of my Lord are spent.” 


Page 125 

Ibn Ishâq ad Q. 17:85 Ibn Ishâq said, “I was informed on the 

authority of Ibn 'Abbâs that he said that when 
the messenger of God came to Medina, the 
Jewish rabbis {ahbâryahûd) said, ‘When you 
said, And you have only a little k no wledg e 
about i t, did you mean us or your own people?’ 
He said, ‘Both of you.* They said, 'Yet you will 
read in what you brought that we were given 
the Torah in which there is an explanation of 
everything.’ The messenger of God said, 'Of 
God’s knoAvledge there was little in it, but 
among you there is sufficient for you 
conceming that, if you carried it out.*” 

Suyûp ad Q. 2:97 He said that ‘Abd Allah ibn Salam heard of the 

Corning of the messenger of God, so he went to 
him. He said, “I will ask you about three things 
of which only a prophet has knowledge. What 
are the signs of the day of judgment? What is 
the food of the people of paradise? What will 
the child take över from his father or his 
mother?” (Muhammad) said, “Gabriel will 
inform me of these things.” Gabriel said, “Yes.” 
He said, “That is the enemy of the Jews from 
the angels.” So he recited this verse (Q. 2:97). 


i 
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Page 126 

Nöldeke The entire matter is so fantastic that we have 

very littie to go on. 

Nöldeke either from Mecca or from Medina 

Nöldeke We have one significant advantage över them: 

impartiality rather than religious prejudice. As 
well, we have been raised in the school of 
scientific criticism. 

(God), may He be praised, is saying that the 
likeness of this worId is the likeness of the 
vegetation when it becomes green which then 
dries out and dies. Similarly, the world will be 
destroyed when the end of time comes. 

God is saying, “1 am the best of partners. 
Whoever partners with Me in deeds, I will 
create ali (of those) deeds for my partner. I 
only tum towards what is Mine purely.” 

Page 131 

Kalbı on Q. 12:56—57 So We established Joseph—Thus We made 

Joseph ruler; in the land —the land of Egypt; to 
make his dwelling there —settling in it; 
wherever he wouId—he desires. We visit with 
Our mercy—We make Our mercy (of) 
prophethood and İslam appear; vvhomsoever 
We will—to whoever is qualified for that; and 
We leave not to waste —We do not corrupt; Ûxe 
wage of th e good-do ers—the reward of the 
righteous believers in word or deed; an d the 
reward of the w orId to c ome —recompense 
[read thavvâb] of the world to come; is better— 
than the recompense of the world; forjhose 
vrho believe—in God and ali the books and 
messengers; a nd are god Te aring —(of) disbelief, 
association and corruption. 


P^e 129 

Muqâtil 3 cJQ. 18:45 


Muqatil at the end of 
sürat aJ~Kahf{ 18) 
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Page 132 
Kalbi ad Q. 12:6 


Kalbı ad Q. 12:63 


Page 133 

Farrâ' ad Q; 12:63 


Page 134 
Kalbi adQ. 12:43 
Genesis 41:2 
Genesis 37:3 
Speyer 


And thus —therefore; Your Lord will choose 
you —Your Lord will select you for 
prophetbood; and teach you the interpretation 
of dreams—explanation of visions; and will 
perfect His blessing on you —witlı prophetbood 
and İslam; that is (a/), He will cause you to die 
in that State; and on the family of Jacob —with 
you, that is (ay) He also perfects His blessing 
on the children of Jacob along with you; just as 
He perfected it —His blessing of prophetbood 
and İslam; on your fathe rs before—before you 
[reading qablaka as in printed text]; Abraham 
and Isaac ; Indeed God is aII-Knowing —of His 
blessing; a]l-Wise —of its perfection 
So send our brother with us—Benjamin; We 
will obtain th e measure (naktal ) —he will 
obtain a load for himself, and it is said, we will 
obtain a load for him, if (the text) is read with 
a nün. 


The followers of Abd Allah read yaktal while 
ali the others read naktal, Both are correct. 
Those who say naktal inciude him with them 
in the measure whereas those who say yaktal 
attribute a load to him by himself. So the 
(load) is attributed to him singiy because they 
increase the (overall) measure by a camel load 
with his (load). 


translated in the text 
they came up from the river 
long-sleeved robe 

The mention of the “largest of them,” here 
kablFy surely means “the eldest,” thus Rubin. 



P^e 136 
Kalbı â^/Q. 12:24 


Genesis Rabba 87, 

9 [7] 

Kalbı aciQ, 12:67 
Genesis Rabba 91,2 


Page 138 

Kalbî 3 dQ, 12:31 


Suiyân ^^/Q. 12:31 


Page 143 
Kalbî 5 û^Q. 12:87 

Muqâtil a^/Q. 18:22 


Page 145 

Muqatil adQ. 18:69 
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had he not seen the proof of hi s Lord—a 
compelling waming from his Lord to him; and 
it is said he saw the image of his father. It is 
also said, had he not se e n the proof of his 
Lord—due to the significance of it. 

He saw his father s face, at which his blood 
cooled. 

Jacob feared for them because of the (evil) eye. 
Do not ali enter through one gate. Do not go 
out with bread in your hands so as not to 
arouse ilLfeeling, and do not ali enter through 
one gate for fear of the (evil) eye. 


S he prepared for them muttaka^an —pillows on 
which they reclined, if one reads this with a 
shadda\ if one reads it without shadda (thus 
reading mutkan). He is saying, citrus. 

Sulyân told us on the authority of Manşûr 
from Mujâhid that he said that he who recites 
it as muttaka^an with a nün says it is a meal, 
while those who read it without the nün say it 
is a citrus fruit. 


Do not despair of the spirit of God —of the 
mercy of God. 

It begins with a ıvaıv because that marks the 
end of (a section of) speech. Abû ’l-Abbâs 
Thalab said that al-Farrâ" said that this wâwis 
the wâwof the hâl (i.e., indicating “while” or 
“when”) and the meaning is that this is their 
condition at the time of the mention of the 


He said, “You will find me, if God wills, 
patient” —Muqâtil said that Moses was not 
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Kalbı ad Q. 12:99 


Page 147 

predication coranique 
Page 148 

Arabic from Goldziher 

Page 149 

O; 3‘-7 


Four initial sığla 
Page 150 

Abû ^Ubayd on Q. 3:7 


Page 151 

Mâturîdî on 0 ; 3:7 


patient and was not influenced by his 
statement. 

and he said, “Enter E^ypt, if God wills, in 
safety”—God had willed (them) safety from 
(their enemies) and evil. 


Qur’ânic preaching 


a weak hadıth but one feels content with it 


It is He wbo sent down upon you the book 
wherein are clear verses {âyât muhkamât) that 
are the essence of the book (umm al-kitâb) and 
others ambiguous {mutashâbihât). As for those 
in whose hearts is swerving, they fonow the 
ambiguous part, desiring dissension and 
desiring its interpretation. And none know its 
interpretation except God. And those firmly 
rooted in knowledge say, “We believe in it; all 
is from our Lord.” But none remember other 
than those possessed of minds. 
alif-lâm-mîm wa alifdâm-mîm-şâd wa alif-lâm- 
mîm-râ^ wa alif-lâm-râ^ 


The muhkamât are (the QuEân’s) abrogating 
verses and the statements of the permitted and 
the forbidden and the religious duties that are 
believed in and acted upon. The mutashâbihât 
are abrogated verses, verses displaying 
inversion, parables, oaths, and verses that are 
believed in but not acted upon. 


It is said that it is possible that one may 
understand the mutashâbihât on the basis of 
knowledge of the muhkamât 
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Jaşşaş on Q. 3:7 


Ibn Qutayba 


Page 152 

Suyûp 

Bacher 

Bacher 


Page 153 

O: 13:39 
O: 43:4 

Rabbinic precepts 


O: 75:19 

Page 154 

O: 25:33 

Mâturîdl 

Page 155 
Maturîdi 


It is established thereby that the intention 
behind mentioning the mutashâbih in this 
verse is (the idea) that the sense is connected to 
the meaning which is the opposite of the 
muhkam and that fixes its meaning. 

If ali of the Qur*ân was obvious and öpen such 
that both the intelligent and the ignorant were 
equally able to understand it, this would mean 
the loss of the differentiation between people, 
the ceasing of the trials (of life), and the death 
of (significant) thought. 


such that some of the mutashâbih pertain 
specifically~to God, most High 
The Torah speaks in the language of humans. 
A text may not be distorted from its obvious 
meaning {peshut). 


Allah . . . wa-İndahu umm al-kitâb 
wa-innahu fî umm al-kitâb ladaynâ 
yesh em lammlqra^/lamasoret —literally: 
“there is a mother to the reading/tradition,” 
thus meaning, “the (vocalized) reading / 
written (consonantal) text is primary” (this is a 
debate within Rabbinic texts över the textual 
basis on which exegesis should be conducted) 
thumma inna ^alaynâ bayânahu 


They do not come to you {ya'tönaka) with a 
similitude unless We bring you the truth and 
better in exposition ( tafsîr) 
translated in the text 


tafsırha^s only one aspect, faVr/has many 
aspects 
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Suyntı 


Page 157 
'Abdallâh 


Page 159 

0 : 7:43 

Ibn Muqaffa' 
Ibn Muqaffa' 


Page 161 
Haşan BaşrI 


Haşan Başrı 


Page 162 
Haşan Başri 


The Qur^ân elucidates many difFerent aspects 
( wujûb) I the Qur^ân conveys many different 
aspects ( wuJûJı). 


We have killed you with its 
interpretation/outcome / just as we 

have killed you with its revelation. 


We would not have been guided if God had 
not guided us. 

according to the agreement of the messenger of 
God and the rightly guided leaders (successors) 
after him 

So he will pay attention in it to the most 
truthful of the two parties and to the most 
equitable comparison of the two cases. 


Is it on the authority of a transmission of one 
of the companions of the messenger of God or 
is it according to an opinion of his or is it an 
argument the truthfulness of which is 
confirmed in the Our’ân? 

We have learned (this), O commander of the 
faithfiıl (may God make you thrive!), from the 
pious ancestors who followed the command of 
God and considered His wisdom and followed 
the sunna of the messenger of God. They did 
not reject the truth, nor did they accept 
falsehood as truth; they did not ascribe to the 
Lord more than that which He allowed 
Himself, nor did they use any arguments other 
than those used by God in addressing His 
creation in His book. 


He knows of its soundness according to the 
book of God and the sunna of the messenger 
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Haşan Başrî 
Haşan Başıî 
Haşan Başrî 

Haşan Başrî 
on Q. 19:59 


Page 163 

Haşan Başrî 
on Q. 3:178 


Haşan Başrı 


Page 164 

Muqâtil on Q. ı8:[79] 


of God . . . , so know that there is, among 
those who transmit on the authority of the 
ancient pious ancestors from the companions 
of the messenger of God, no one who is more 
knowledgeable about God most high and more 
learned in religion and better versed in the 
book of God than al-Hasan. 
translated in the text 
translated in the text 

They interpret {yata'awwilünd) that according 
to their opinion / They interpret {yufassırûna) 
that according to their opinion, 

That is, a great punishment; the Arabs say, 
“So-and-so encountered an offense today,” 
meaning that the commander struck him with 
a severe blow and punished him with a great 
punishment. 


The Qur’ân, O commander of the faithful, is in 
Arabic. God revealed it to the community of 
Arabs, addressing them in their speech, the 
meaning of which they know. 

The people opposed the book of God, O 
commander of the faithful, and they altered it 
and distorted some it into what it was not. 
Rather, it was just as the best of narratives 
describes a book in which some parts of it are 
analogous {mutashâbih) to other parts of it and 
there is no disagreement between the parts of 
it. 


The name of him who used to take each boat 
by force was Ibn [Jalandî], 

(Note: al-Tha‘labî reports this name as [Ibn] 
Jaladnî) 
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Page 165 
Muqâtil in Malatî 


Suyutı 


Page 166 

Bergstrâsser 


Ibn MuqafFa‘ 


Page 167 
'Umar b. Khattâb 


gezerah shawah 

Page 168 
Ibn Anbâri 

Başran dictum 
Ibn Anbârî 


Here, according to those who are ignorant in 
tafslr, One part contradicts another part. There 
is no contradiction, and the two are treated in 
tafsir in this way .... 

The intention (of Qutrub’s work which Suyûtî 
cites) is to treat the apparent contradictions 
between the verses (of the Qur^ân). However, 
the speech of the Most High is free of that. 


because it {qiyâs)Aoes not govern the 
interpretation of a normative text like the other 
(midrashic rules of interpretation), but rather 
deals with the extraction of a new regulation 
from an existing one. 

So he will pay attention in it to the most 
truthful of the two parties and to the most 
equitable comparison of the two cases. 


When there is nothing about it in a Qur"ânic 
verse or a sunna, (first) consider analogies and 
comparisons, and then juxtapose the matters 
after that. 

inference by analogy 


In every analogy, four things are necessary: the 
foundation, the derivations, the comparator, 
and the ruling. 

This is a mere daim for which there is no 
evidence except from waAy and tanzîl. 

Know that the rejection of analogy in grammar 
cannot be proven, because grammar is totally 
based on analogy, Those who reject analogy 
reject grammar, and no member of the leamed 
class would reject it. 
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Page 169 

Q;6:82 

and have not confounded their belief with 
wrong {zulni) 

0: 31:13 

İndeed, association is a mighty wrong {zulm) 

Page 171 

Muqâtil 

It was revealed as It ıvas prescribed for you (Q. 
2:216) —that is, fighting was made obligatory 
for you; it was permitted to them after it had 
been forbidden to them. 


Pages 172-73 
Muqâtil 


Page 174 
Talmudic 
Pauline 


Muqâtil said that on the bridge (yzsr) över hell 
there are seven bridges ( qanâtiı). At the First 
one, the servant is asked about his faith in 
God, may He be praised and glorified. If he 
answers perfectly and sincerely, he passes on to 
the second, at which he is asked about prayer. 
If he answers perfectly, he passes on to the 
third, at which he is asked about zakât If he 
answers perfectly, he passes on to the fourth, at 
which he is asked about fasting. If he answers 
perfectly, he passes on to the fifth, at which he 
is asked about pilgrimage. If he answers 
perfectly, he passes on to the sixth, at which he 
is asked about the ^uınra. If he answers 
perfectly, he passes on to the seventh, at which 
he is asked about wrongs. If he has not 
committed any wrongs, then he passes into 
paradise. 


muttar —“permitted” and asm —“forbidden” 
tupos didachesy “form of teaching” 


Page 175 

Talmudic formula statutes given to Moses on Sinai 


P^e 176 
Suyûtî 


translated in the text 
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Suyûtî 

Suyûtî 

translated in the text 

It is known that its distribution was done 
before that although zakât was not yet recited 
in revelation, just as ablution was known 
before the revelation of the verse. Then the 
recitation of the Qur"ân was sent down 
corroborating it. 

Page 178 

Suyûtî 

So we bring these reports together with the 
multiplicity of (their occasions of) revelation. 

Page 180 

Ibn Shihâb Zuhrî When a sûra was revealed in Mecca it was 

written in Mecca. 

(see A. Rippin, “Al-Zuhrî, naskh aI-Qıır'ân, 
and the Problem of Early faA/rTexts,” BSOAS 
47 [1984]: 22—43 [== A. Rippin, The QuTân 
and Its Interpretaüve Tradition (Aldershot, 

UK, 2001), chap. 16] for the attribution of this 
text.) 

Ibn Abbâs on Q. 4:93 Whoever slays a believer willfully, his reward is 

hell—it was the last of what was revealed, so 
nothing can abrogate it. 

Page 181 

Bukhârî 

Jabray Mıkay and 5 arâ/(nıean) “slave” and II 
(means) “God.” 

Page 183 

Stetter 

As I observed; according to how it appeared to 
me 

Page 184 

Q. 2:190 

0; 9:5 

Fight in the way of God with those who fight 
with you but aggress not: God does not love 
the aggressors. 

Then, when the sacred months are drawn 
away, slay the idolaters wherever you find then, 
and take them, and confine them, and lie in 
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wait for them at every place of ambush. But if 
they repent and perform the prayer and pay the 
alms, them let them go their way; God is All- 
forgiving, Albcompassionate. 


Page 185 

Q. 3:200 

0 you who believe! Be patient and strive in 
patience; be steadfast and fear God. Perhaps 
you will prosper. 

0, 5:33 

This is the recompense of those who fight 
against God and His messenger and hasten 
about the earth to do corruption there. They 
shall be slaughtered or crucified, or their hands 
and feet shall alternately be struck off, or they 
shall be banished from the land. That is a 
degradation for them in this world and in the 
hereafter there will be a mighty chastisement 
for them. 

Jaşşâş 

(This is) because no ruling is dictated by the 
occasion of revelation according to us; rather, 
for us, the ruling follows from the general 
validity of the scriptural expression. 

Page 187 

Goldziher 

citing Juwaynı 

The zahir is the literal meaning, which is the 
(most) probable and preferable {râjih). 

Page 188 

Maimonides 

(in Judaeo-Arabic) 

These are conciusions that derive from 
{tazhuru) from the plain sense of the text. 

0 : 7:3 

Follow what has been sent down to you from 
your Lord 

0 : 59:7 

Whatever the messenger gives you, take, and 
whatever he forbids you, give över. 

[Jaşşâş] 

In the obligatory nature of the ruling, it is of a 
status with the Qur"ân. 

Abû ‘Ubayd 

The correct text {ınahjfû^ is, according to us, 
(with) the lâm. 
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Page 189 

0; 2:59 

Then the evildoers substituted a saying other 
than that which had been sent down to them. 

ad Q. 2:58 

sin: hatdâ'y wheat: hittâ 

Ka'b al-Ahbar 

The Jews made them into a charm (obliterated 
them?) and erased them in order that their 
content would not be known. 

0 : 5^13 

They cbange {juharrifûna) the words from 
their places. 

Page 190 

Jaşşaş 

When we do not find an explicit ruling in the 
book or in the sunna or in consensus that will 
apply to the incident, because God has said 
that in the book there is a clarification of all 
things within the realm of religion, it is 
established that the way is to use reason and 
proof by means of analogy to (achieve) the 
ruling about it. 

Page 192 

Abû 'Ubayd ad Q. 5:45 

and 2:178 

According to our opinion about this verse, 
which is in sürat al-mâ^ida (5), a life for a life, 
it is not an abrogator {nâsikha) of what is in 
sürat al-baqara (2) the free for the free and the 
slave for the slave. There is no contradiction 
here; rather, the two of them agree in being 
valid rulings except to the extent that one 
considers that (the passage in sûra() al-mâ^ida 
is to be taken as a corroboration {mufassira) of 
(the passage in sûrai) al~baqara, So it would be 
explained {ta^awwala) that (God’s) statement a 
life for a life applies to the lives of free men 
who are equal in what is due to them, but not 
to those who are slaves. 

0: 5:50 

Is it the judgment of the jâhiliyya that they are 
requesting? Yet who is more fair in judgment 
than God for a people who are sure in faith? 

> 
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Page 193 

Abu TJbayd 

The Messenger of God said, “Take (it) from 
me. God has given them a way, virgin for 
Virgin, nonvirgin for nonvirgin. Lash, and then 
expel, the virgin; lash, and then stone, the 
nonvirgin.” 

0 : 5:42 

If they come to you, judge between them or 
turn away from them 

0, 5:48 

Judge between them according to what God 
has sent down. 

Abû 'Ubayd 

The prophet stoned the Jewish man and 
woman. 

Page 195 

Goldziher 

When four people testify that they saw him 
enter into her just as the kohl pencil enters into 
the kohl Container, then (the penalty is) 
stoning. 

[This Arabic quote is from Ibn al-JawzL It is 
printed in Goldziher in Hebrew script (as it 
appears here) probably because that was the 
typeface available in that journal; it is not 
Judaeo-Arabic, of course.] 

Page 196 

Q. 2:106 

And for whatever verse We abrogate or cause 
to forget (defer), We bring a better or the like 
of it. 

ius propter 

utilitatem publicam law in the public interest 

Hibatallah 

In the speech of the Arabs (it is) something 
removed/cancelled. 

Page 197 

Arabic 

translated in the text 

Tabarî 

So God lightened (it) for them and abrogated it 
by the other verse. 
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Page 199 

Baghdadı 

Among them are those who say that, before his 
entering into his time of prophethood, the 
prophet was ordered to foIlow the sharfa of 
Abraham. He was allowed to hold fast to it in 
everything except in what was abrogated of it 
in his sharfa after its revelation to him. This is 
the sound opinion according to us. 

Page 200 

Rabbinic formula 

minhag mebattel halakhah^ “custom overrides 
law” 

antithesis 

upheld vs. abolished {bittel) or deleted 

legislation 

minhag^ “custom” and derekh ereş, “proper 
behavior” (literally: the way of the land) 

Ibn Kammûna 

(literally, in Arabic) the spreading of speech; 
(Hebrew): bat qol “heavenly speaking voice” 

Page 201 

Maimonides 

Judaeo-Arabic naskh translated into Hebrew 
not as baful (the equivalent of naskh) but as 
ataq (the equivalent of naql) 

Page 203 

Abu 'Ubayd 

Chapter on the addition of letters about which 
there is disagreement concerning their writing 
(in the Qur^ân) 

0,18:79 

For behind them there was a king who was 
seizing every ship in good repair {şâJiha) by 
force. 

Muqâtil 18:79 

He takes every ship—good-repaired {şâliha), in 


good repair {şahîhd)^ sound {sawiyya)\ by forc e 
(Q. 18:79), just as in God’s saying, When He 
gave th e two of them a şâllh (Q. 7:190)— 
meaning a sound child {sawiy)\ that is, taken 
by force from their people. 


Page 204 
Suyûtî 


The goal of the isolated variant is to act as 
tafsir of the weIhknown reading and as an 
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explanation of its meaning. . . . So, (the 
isolated variant) is betler and more significant 
than tafsir. What is discovered by these words 
comes closer to knowledge of sound 
interpretation 


Page 206 
Suyûtl 


Page 207 
Baydâwî 


Page 209 
Muqâtil 


The demonstration of (the Qur'ân's) merit and 
honor över ali other scriptures is that the other 
books that He sent down came with only one 
aspect ( wajh). 


He mentions the nights here (Q. 19:10) and 
the days in {sürat) Âl ^Imrân (Q. 3:10) to 
indicate that the prevention of talking to 
people and the devotion to mentioning (God) 
and thanking (Him) lasted for three dayS and 
nights. 


The expIanation of (the word) H^a^provides 
five aspects. (1) Among them is that wahy 
means what Gabriel brought down from God 
to the prophets. That is found in His saying, 
We sent revelatio n to you —He means the 
Qur^ân; just a s We sent revelation to Noah and 
the prophets after him —then He mentioned 
the prophets; and We sent revelation to 
Abraham and Ishmael to the end of the verse 
( 0 - 4:163). He also said, This Qur"ân has been 
revealed to me so I m ay warn you thereby (Q. 
6:19). There are many similar (verses). (2) The 
second aspect is that wahy means “inspiration” 
{ilham). That is found in His saying in {sürat) 
al-mâida (Q: 5) And when I in spired 
{awhaytu) the disciple s—that is, “I inspired 
{alhamtu) the disciples”; to believe in Me and 
My messenger (Q. 5:111). Similarly He said in 
{sürat) a/- 72 âA/(Q. 16) Your Lord inspired 
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{awb â) the bee ,—He is saying, “Your Lord 
inspired {alhama) the bee; to take a home in 
the mountains (Q. ı6;68). (3) The third aspect 
is that W3^^means “writing.” That is found in 
His saying in {sürat) Âl ‘Imrân (Q. 3) to 
Zechariah, He wrote {awhâ) to them—a book; 
so they could praise (God) in the morning and 
in the eveniı^ (Q. 19:11 Maryam]). (4) 

The fourth aspect is that wafy means 
“command.” That is found in His saying in 
{sürat) Hâ^'Mîm al-sajda (Q. 41), And He 
commanded {awha) to each heaven its 
command (Q. 41:12). And He said in {sürat) 
al-An^âm (Q. 6), satans among men and jinn 
comma nd {yûhî) one an other—He is saying 
that they are commanding {yağmuru) one 
another. And He said in sürat al~An^âm (Q. 6), 
The evil ones ce rtain ly command {la'yühüna) 
their friends (Q; 6:121)—that is, they order 
{ya'rnurüna) them with whispers and pretense. 
(5) The fifth aspect is that wahy means 
“speech.” That is found in His saying in {sürat) 
idhâ zulzilat al-ard (Q. 99), F or that your Lord 
will say {awhâ) to it (Q. 99:5)—that is, He said 
{qâla) to it. 

Page 212 
0,49:11 

Q. 18:31 

0,4:48 

Zamakhsharî 


It may be that they are better than others. 

How good is the reward. 

God does not forgive associating things with 
Him but He does forgive what is other than 
that, if He wishes. 

The commander does not ofifer a (single) dînâry 
but he does offer great riches ( qintâr) to whom 
he wishes. 


Page 213 

KisâT The chapter dealing with single (expressions) 

in sürat al-baqara (2). O people, serve your 
Lord (Q. 2:21), whereas elsewhere in the 
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Qur^ân (He says) Fear your Lord . Also among 
them is So bring a sûra of a likeness to it (Q. 
2:23), whereas elsewhere in the QuFân (He 
says), like it without “oP {min). Also among 
them is Cali your witnesses (Q. 2:23), whereas 
elsewhere in the QuFân (He says), those who 
aid you (e.g., Q; 10:37). among them is 
Believe in what I have revealed (Q. 2: 41) in 
the First person, whereas elsewhere in the 
QuFân (He says) it with second person. Also 
among them is the messengers withou t cause 
{bi-ghayr al-haqq) (Q. 2:61) whereas elsewhere 
in the QuFân (He says), witho ut cause {bi- 
ghayr haq<^. Also among them is and those 
who follow the Jew ish way, the Christians and 
the Sabians (Q. 2:62), whereas elsewhere in the 
QuFân (He says), and the Sabians comes 
before th e Christians . Also among them is The 
fi re shall never touch u s except for a few 
numbered {ma ^düda) days (Q. 2:80), whereas 
elsewhere in the Qur’ân (He says), a few 
numbered {ma dûdât ). Also among them is 
Their penalty shall not be lightened nor s hall 
they be helped (Q. 2: 86), whereas elsewhere 
in the QuFân (He says), nor shall they 
understand (e.g., Q. 2:162). Also among them 
is No, but most o f them do not believe (Q. 
2:100), and there are no other examples of this 
in the OuFân. Also among them is Afier the 
knowIedge which has come to you (Q. 2:120) 
whereas elsewhere in the Quf*ân (He says), 
After what has come to you . Also among them 
is He will r e cite to them Your signs and teach 
them the boo k and the wisdom and purify 
them (0; 2:129), whereas elsewhere in the 
QuPân (He says), and purify them and give 
them knQwledge . Also among them is Do not 
fear them but fear Me (Q. 2:150) with a yâ' 
(on the n/of “Me”) whereas elsewhere in the 
QuPân it is without the jK5''(e.g., Q. 5:3). Also 
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among them is What has been h allo wed of it to 
other than God (Q. 2:173), whereas elsewhere 
in the Qur'ân (He says), t o o ther than God o f 
k. Also among them is not transgressing, then 
no sin shall be on him (Q. 2:173), there 
are no other examples of this in the Qur'ân. 
Also among them is Whoever is ili (Q. 2:185) 
without adding “among you;” there are no 
other examples of it in the Qur’ân. Also among 
them is Those who believed and those who 
emigrated (Q; 2:218) whereas elsewhere in the 
Qur"ân (He says), and e migrate d without 
saying “and those who.” Also among them is 
and will acguit you of your evil deeds (Q. 
2:271) whereas elsewhere in the Qur'‘ân~(He 
says), (acguit) you your evil deeds without 
saying “oh” Also among them is what we 
found {alfaynâ ) our fathers doiı^ (Q. 2:170) 
whereas elsewhere in the Qur'ân (He says), we 
found ( wajadna). Also among them is and eat 
( wa~kul a) th ereof co mfortably (Q; 2:35) 
whereas elsevvhere (He says), so eat {fa-kulâ). 
Also among them is Hsic: read “We”) said: O 
Adam, dwell, you and your spouse (Q. 2:35). 
Also among them is No soul is held 
responsible (Q. 2:233), ^d there are no other 
examples of this in the Qur'ân. 


Page 214 


0,2:233 

no soul is held responsible 

Q. 2:286, 6:152 

He does not hold anyone responsible / We do 
not hold responsible 

Q. 4:84 

You are only held responsible for yourself. 

0: 2:35 

We said, “O Adam, dwell, you and your wife, 
in the garden, and eat thereof comfortably 
wherever you wish. But do not approach this 
tree unless you are of the evildoers.” 

Q. 7:19 

0 Adam, dwell, you and your wife, in the 
garden. So eat of vvherever you wish. But do 
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^ not approach this tree unless yon are of the 

evildoers. 

Page 217 

Ibn ^Abbâs translated in the text 

‘Umar b. Khattâb translated in the text 


Page 218 
Ibn ‘Abbâs 



On the authority of 'Ibn 'Abbâs concerning the 
words of God, In a clear Arabic tongue {lisân 
^arabî) [Q. 16:103 ete.]. He said (that this is) 
the language of Quraysh. If there had been 
other than Arabic in (the Qur'ân), (the Arabs) 
would not have understood it. God has not 
revealed a book without it being in Arabic and 
then Gabriel translated it for each prophet into 
the language of his people. Therefore God said, 
We do not send a messe nger unl ess (he comes) 
in the la nguage of his people [Q. 14:4]. There 
is no language of a people more comprehensive 
than the language of the Arabs. There is not in 
the Qur^ân any language other than Arabic 
although that language may coincide with 
other languages; however, as for the origin and 
category (of the language used), it is Arabic 
and nothing is mixed in with it. 

(see A. Rippin, “Ibn 'Abbâs’s al-LughâtM- 
Qur'ânr BSOAS [1981]: 15—25 [= A. 
Rippin, The Qur^ân and Its Interpretative 
Tradition, chap. 13], for more on this passage.) 
Revelation did not come down unless it was in 
Arabic. It was then translated to a prophet for 
his people. 

There are no languages on earth that God has 
not inciuded in the Qur^ân. 

Also the prophet was sent to every community 
. , . (Q. 14:4). It is necessary, then, that there 
will be in the received book the language of 
every community while its grounding is in the 
language of the people itself 
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Page 220 
o, 22:5 
Q. 12:82 


Ot 79:30 
Q. 20:69 


ANNOTATIONS 


We bring you forth as an infant (as infants). 
And ask (the people of) the town in which we 
were and (those in) the caravan with which we 
proceeded. 

the earth, after (with) that He spread it out 
What they have done (their deed) is the trick 
of a sorcerer. 


Page 221 
Q. 26:105 

Q. 16:66 


Q. 73:18 
Q. 55:19-22 


Suyutı 


Suyutı 

Seven canonical 
readings 


Noah’s people accused {kadhdhabat / 
kadhdhaba) the messengers of lying. 

In the cattie there is a lesson for you: We give 
you to drink of what is in their bellies 
(bufünıhl I butûniha), 

Heaven (the ceiling) is rent thereby. 

He has loosed the two seas to meet . . . pearis 
large and small come forth from both of them 
(one of them). 

(Wisha) This is the work of the scribes who 
erred in writing the book; ("Uthmân) Do not 
change it; the Arabs will change it. 

Its wording differs from its writing; multiple 
aspects in the readings 

The best choice among the seven readings 


Page 222 
Q. 20:63 
Suyûti (b) 
Suyûtî (c) 
Suyûtî (e) 
Ibn Qutayba 
Ibn Qutayba 

Ibn Qutayba 

Ibn Qutayba 


These are two sorcerers {ın hâdhâni la-sâhlrânı) 

innahu hâdhâni la-sâhirâni 

innahu hâdhâni lahumâ sâhirâni 

innahâ dhâni la-sâhirâni 

(Ubayy) in dhâni illâ-sâhirâni 

(Ibn Mas'ûd) an hâdhâni sâhirâni or in 

hâdhâni la-sâhirâni or in hâdhâni sâhirâni 

CÂşim) writes inna hâdhâni, reads inna 

hâdhayni 

The difference between the reading and the 
book according to the statement of 'Uthmân, 
may God have mercy on him: ‘T see errors in 
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Abu ^Ubayda 


Page 223 
Hebrew 
Arabic 
al tiqra 

tiqqunei soferim 
miqra soferim 


Page 224 
Ibn Munayyir 
0, 19:9 


Hebrew 

Zamakhsharî 


O, 17:190 


it, and the Arabs will establish it according to 
their dialects.” So he established it according to 
his dialect and left the writing as it was, 

(It is) in hâdhayni la-sâhirâni according to the 
(pronounced) wording {^lafz) but it is written 
hâdhânij just as (letters) are added to and taken 
away from the book (elsewhere). But the 
(pronounced) wording remains preferable. 


ketib : qere (written : recited) 

written : pronounced wording; book : reading 

do not read 

emendations of the scribes 
recitation of the scribes 


translated in the text 

He said / they said, “Thus {kadhâlika) Your 
Lord says.” 

koh amar Yahwehy “So said the Lord” 

In kadhâlika^ the ^â/Tıas an “a” vowel; that is, 
(it means) “the command is thus,” that being a 
confirmation of (what has been said). Then He 
continued (after the disjunction) with Your 
Lord said. Or, {kadhâlika) may be understood 
(because of the “a” vowel) as the object of (He) 
said . 

God is exalted above what they associate (with 
Him). 


Page 225 
0; 106:1 
Proverbs 26:23 
Brockelmann 


The caravans of Quraysh 

“like glaze” vs. “unrefined silver” 

the inclination of Semitic languages to form 

simple sentences, always dividing complicated 

notions into simple formulations 
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Page 227 

Sharıf Murtada 

Know that among the customs of the Arabs are 
concision, brevity, ellipsis, searching for the 
shortness of expression and repudiation of 
excess, being satisfied with brevity rather than 
long-windedness.. . .When you contemplate 
the kinds of figurative expressions that linguists 
use in their poems and prose, you will find ali 
of them explained by ellipsis and brevity, and 
likewise, in God*s saying and your Lord comes 
( 0 : 89:22) and ask the town (Q. 12:82), 
ellipsis in them is obvious. 

Page 228 

Ibn Qutayba 

As for those who try to discredit the Qur^ân for 
its figural speech {ınajâz\ they daim that (the 
Qur^ân) telis lies because a wall cannot wish 
( 0 : 18:77) and a town cannot be asked (Q. 
12:82). This just shows the depths of their 
ignorance and is suggestive of their lack of 
understanding and limited intelligence. If 
majâz is considered lying and ali actions 
attributed to nonanimate beings are considered 
false, then most of our speech would be corrupt 
because we speak of “plants sprouting,” “trees 
growing tali,” “dates ripening,” “mountains 
arising,” and “prices going down.” 

Page 229 

0: 5531 

And we wil] attend to you. 

Ibn Qutayba 

We will begin with the chapter on metaphor 
because that is the most commonly occurring 
(type of) majâz 

Q. 68:42 

Upon the day on which the shank shall be laid 
bare. 

Ibn Qutayba 

That is, on account of the strength of the 
matter, he bared his shank; so “shank” stands 
{fa-^stu^Trat) in place of “strength.” 
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Ibn Qutayba 
aclQ. 17:23 

Ibn Qutayba/Jurjânî 


Page 230 
Ibn Ojıtayba 

Page 231 
Ibn Qutayba 
Ibn Qutayba 

Page 232 
Bâqillânî/ 

Imru" aI-Qays 

Ibn al'Mu'tazz 


Q. 21:22 

P^e 233 
Subkî 


The root of this is your b]owing any dirt or 
ashes or anything similar which has fallen on 
you. 

that one omits the thing that possesses (i.e., the 
“people’* who belong to the town who must do 
the asking in Q. 12:82) and puts the thing 
possessed (“the town”) in its place and maJkes it 
the subject of (the statement). 


Inversion is when something is described by a 
characteristic that is its opposite. 


He alluded ( warra) to their remembering. 
Where the meaning dififers from the obvious 
wording 


What the south wind and the north wind have 
■vvoven över it {li-mâ nasajathâ ought to have 
read li~mâ nasajahâ). 

I was extravagant in secrecy; 
which was on my part flattery. 

I kept secret my love for you to a point where; 
I was keeping secret my secrecy. 

So that no course was öpen to me; 

Other than to mention it with my tongue. 
translated in the text 


With you is the contrary of the contrary of 
that; 

in which is the contrary of the contrary of 
beautiful. 

His beauties are the essence of ali beauty; 
And the hearts of men are magnets. 
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Page 234 

Q. 28:72 

Of His mercy He has appointed for you night 
and day for you to repose in and to seek His 
bounty. 

Q. 30:23 

And of His signs are your slumbering by night 
and day and seeking His bounty. 

Q. 2:111 

And they say, “None shall enter paradise unless 
they are Jews or Christians.” 

Q. 2:185 

Those of you who are present at the month, 
fast it; and those who are sick or on a journey 

Q. 13:12 

It is He who shows you the lightning for fear 
and hope. 

(Ibn Hayyûs) 

How can I forget, when you are a düne, a 


branch, 

and a sun, in glance, stature, and figüre? 

Page 235 

Q. 7:89 

It is not for us to return into it unless God, our 
Lord, wills (it). 

Page 236 

Q. 42:11 

There is nothing like unto Him {ka-mithiihi). 

JurjânI 

The least that the fîrst group—those who deny 
majâz —should come to understand is that 
revelation {tanzîl) did not change the specific 
laws governing the operation of language and it 
did not give different meanings to words. ., . 
Thus, revelation did not attempt to change the 
habits (of speech) of its people, nor did it 
attempt to move them to different styles and 
modes of expression. Revelation certainly did 
not prohibit them from recognizing that which 
they already know of (their language), 
inciuding simile, parable, ellipsis, and allusion. 

Page 238 

Sister 

Nature: heaven and the stars, storms, colors, 
sceneıy, animal world, plants; Man and his life: 
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ş parts of the body, the Family, messengers, 

society, farming, arts, and crafts 


Sabbagh 

Nature: man, parts of the human body, 
function, and actions of the body; social life 

Page 239 

0=62:5 

The likeness of those who carried the Torah 
and then did not carry it is as the likeness of 
the donkey who carries books. 

Hebrew (Geiger) 

a donkey canying books 

Q. 30:58 

Indeed, We have struck (darabna) for the 
people in this Qur'ân every manner of 
similitude {mathal). 

0 , 17:89 

We have turned about {şarrafna) for the people 
in this Qur^ân every manner of similitude 
{mathal). 

0: 24:34 

We have sent down to you signs {âyât) making 
ali clear, and a similitude {mathal) of those 
who passed away before you, and an 
admonition for the god-fearing. 

Ezekiel 14:8 

I will make him a sign (of) and a proverb 
{meshalım). 

Page 240 

0; 25:33 

They do not come to you with a similitude 
{mathal) except We bring you the truth {haqq) 
and better in exposition. 

Page 241 

Zamakhshan 

This is a figüre which is named tamthd 
although it is also possible that it is takhyıL 

Zamakhsharî 

It is tamthîl znâ. takhyîL 

Page 242 

Suyuti 

Amthâl provide an aid to comprehension 
through personification because parables are 
established in the mind by making use of sense 
data. 
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O: 29:43 


Sahi al-Tustarı 


Page 243 

Suyûtî 


Page 246 
Ophelet 8:1 


ANNOTATIONS 

And those similitudes, We strike them for the 
people, but no one understands them other 
than those who know. 

Ali verses of the Qur’ân have four senses 
{ma^ân): the literal and the symbolic, the 
prescriptive and the spiritual. The literal is 
(what is) recited and the symbolic is (what is) 
understood; the prescriptive is the permitted 
and the forbidden, while the spiritual is the 
opening of the heart to what is intended for it 
as insight from God. 


Texts have their literal meanings and along 
with that (they have) concealed signs pointing 
to secret implications (or, if read, haqâ'Iq, as in 
footnote, then “truths” or “realities” or, as 
suggested on the next page of the text '*arcane 
meanings”). 


Who is like the wise man and who knows the 
interpretation of a matter? 
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ad hominem 


aetiological 

anacolutha 

antonomasia, 

antonomastic 

apparatus criticus 
apodictic 


aphorism, aphoristic 
apostrophe 


argumentum 
ad hominem 

argumentum e silencio 
autochthonic 


rejection of an argument on the basis of an 
irrelevant fact about the author of the 
argument 

providing an explanation of origins in the form 
of a narrative 

sentences lacking grammatical sequence 

substitution of an epithet ete. for a proper 
name 

textual critical apparatus 

providing a veıy strong imperative, as in a 

divine saying which has the power to transform 

reality, illustrated by the biblical Ten 

Commandments. 

short, instruetive saying 

figüre of speech addressing an absent or dead 
person, thing, or idea as if it were alive and 
present 

irrelevant attack upon a person to deflect an 
argument from fact and reason 
argument from silence 
of one who originates from where he/she is 
found 


benedietio 

Bildungserlebnis 

Bildungsprinzip 

Botenformel 

Botenspruch 


ceremonial prayer invoking divine proteetion 
foundational or educational event or experience 
instrument of education 
messenger formula 
utterance (of the messenger) 


calque the adoption by one language of a word whose 

components are literal translations of the 
components of a corresponding word in 
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Canon, canonicity 


casus obIiquus 
casus rectus 
chiasmus 

constructio ad sensum 

contra naturam 
corroboratio 


another language (as in the English “bot dog” 
being rendered in French as “chien chaud”) 
writing constituting a collection of texts 
accepted hy religious leaders and communities 
as authoritative scripture, suggesting a process 
of selection that deemed some texts more 
worthy of preservation than others; belonging 
to that Canon. 

in grammar, the accusative or genitive case 
in grammar, the nominative case 
a literary structure in which elements are 
repeated in reverse, giving the pattem ABBA 
structured according to the sense (and not 
grammar) 
against custom 
formula of legitimation 


deictic 


Deutungsbedürftigkeit 
diatheke 
diglossia 
disputatio fori 


demonstrative (grammatical); word specifying 
identity or spatial or temporal location from 
the perspective of a speaker or hearer 
the need for interpretation 
covenant 

existence of two official languages in a society 
debate in the court of justice/forum 


e silencio 
enjambment 


epexegetic 


epistolaris sermo 
epitheta omantia 
erlebte Rede 
Evangelion 
evangelium 
exemplum, exempla 


exotica 


from silence 

continuation of a complete idea or grammatical 
structure from one line of a poem to the next 
providing additional explanation or explanatory 
material 

letterlike sermon 

decorative phrase 

narrated monologue 

literary genre of “gospel” 

gospel (as a narrative form of biography) 

anecdote or short narrative used for a moral or 

in an argument 

foreign 


fictio 


personae 


creation of a person treated as being present 
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fîgura etymologica 

figüre of speech based upon a word etymology 

fissiparous 

fruitfiil, generative 

Gemeindebildung 

community formation or education 

haggadic 

the part of traditional Jewish literatüre 
consisting of elaborations on the biblical 
narratives or tales from the lives of the Rabbis 
and, thus, in reference to any traditional 
homiletic, sermonic interpretation of scripture 
(other common spelling: Aggadic) 

halakhic 

hapax legomenon 

Jewish legal literatüre and, thus, in reference to 
any traditional legal interpretation of scripture 
(other spelling: Halachic) 

(pl: legomena) 

an isolated use of a word, there being no other 
words related to that word present in the text 

Heilsgeschichte 

salvation histoıy 

hendiadys 

use of two words plus “and” for a single idea 

historia 

historical narrative 

homoioteleuton 

literally, “same ending”; common scribal error 
occurring when two words/phrases/lines end 
with the same sequence of letters and the 
scribe, having finished copying the first, skips 
to the second, omitting all intervening words 

hortatory 

giving exhortation or advice; encouraging; 

hyperbaton 

inversion of normal word order 

inconcinnity 

needing concinnity or congruousness; 
unsuitableness 

inter alia 

among other things 

inter alios 

among other persons 

invocatio 

appeal for inspiration made to a muse or deity, 
usually at the beginning of a work 

juncture 

(in linguistics) a pause in speech or a feature of 
pronunciation that fiınctions as a pause 

kerygma 

proclamation; used to refer to the content of 
early Christian preaching 
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koine 

the “common dialect” of Greek that flourished 
under the Roman Empire, bringing together 
features of a number of dialects and used by 
speakers of different languages (as found in the 
New Testament) 

Kunstprosa 

elevated discourse that is betvveen poetry and 
prose 

langue courante 

language in use 

lapsus calami 

an error in writing 

laudatio 

commendation; eulogy 

lex talionis 

law of retaliation 

lexis 

lexical meaning 

lingua sacra 

sacred, liturgical language 

litteratim 

letter for letter 

loci 

passages 

locus classicus 

locus probans/ 

passage which is used as a Standard example 
for the elucidation of a word or subject 

loci probantes 

places of use, proof texts 

logia 

oracles, divine utterances, specifically sayings of 
Jesus that lie behind the Gospels 


masora, masoretic, 
masoretes 


metathesis 
mimesis, mimetic 


mise en scene 
Mitteilungsbedürfnis 


the masora (or Massorah) is the text of the 
Hebrew Bible as officially revised by the 
Masoretes from the sixth to the tenth centuries 
CE, with critical notes and commentary and, 
thus, the collection of these notes and 
commentaries 

transposition of sounds or syllables within a 
word 

the imitative representation of nature and 
human behavior in art and literatüre, especially 
the representation of another person’s words in 
a speech 

setting; environment of an event 
normal communication 
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mnemonic 


mythopoeic 

Nachdichtung 


narratio 
ne varietur 
nomen regens 

nomen rectum 

nomina propria 
non sequittır 


onomatopoeic 

ornatus 


word, abbreviation, rhyme, or similar verbal 
device that is ieamed or created in order to 
remember something 

artistic reimagining of mythological narratives 

reformulation of an earlier text in a manner 
that the author considers more fitting for the 
new audience; a term used for early twentieth- 
century German translations of poetry, 
especially connected to the “rendering” by Kari 
Kraus of Shakespeare into German. 
exposition or explanation of a topic 
Standard, not changing 

the modified or defined noun in a grammatical 
possessive construction 
the modifying or defining noun in a 
grammatical possessive construction 
proper nouns 

a reply that has no relevance to what preceded 
it or a conciusion that does not follow from its 
premises 

formed in imitation of a natural sound 
(rhetorical) flourishes 


paideutic 

parabolic 

paraenesis, paraenetic 
paraphrastic 
paronomasia, 
paronomastic 


per antiphrasin 


pericope 

pleonasm, pleonastic 
point d’appui 


educative 

expressed in a parable 
exhortation, exhortative 
paraphrased in its meaning 

pun; punning; often, recurrence of the same 

word or word stem within a sentence 

use of words in a sense opposite to the proper 

meaning 

a selection used in worship or instruction, as in 

a Bible section used in worship 

words that are superfluous 

literally “the point of support”; a position from 

which one may proceed 

overrefinement in language and manners 


preciosity 
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primlim comparationis the first element of a comparison 


prolepsis 


Prophetenkultus 

propinquity 

prosopopoeia 


anticipating and answermg objections in 
advance 

cult of the prophet 
being close together 

representing an abstract quality or idea as a 
person 


ratio 


(in law) underiying reasoning or principle 


schemata 

scriptio defectiva 

secundum 

comparationis 
semasiological 
sermo plebeius 
sermo urbanus 
Sitz im Leben 


Stichworte 

Straflegenden 

sub specie aetemitatis 


sui 


generıs 


Sündenregister 

synaesthetic 


the structures or units into which knowledge is 
organized 

defective writing due to the nature of a written 
script 

the second element of a comparison 
semantic 

speech of the common person 
cultured speech 

literally, situation in life or setting; 
fundamental concept of biblical Form Criticism 
that looks at the structure and intention of the 
texts (with an emphasis on the oral 
transmission and productions of texts) to come 
to understand the sociological setting of the 
literary genres employed. 
symbols 

punishment stories, retribution pericopes 
literally “under the aspect of eternity”; thus, an 
expression describing what is universally true 
without any reference to temporal reality 
literally “of its own kind”; thus, whatever is 
totally unique or distinctive 
literally, “list of sins”; compilation of errors 
involving more than one sense 


terminus ad quem final or latest limiting point in time 
terminus technicus technical terminology 
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tertium comparationis 


theodicy 

theologoumena 


tmesis 

topos (pl. topoi) 


triptosy 

typology, typological 


Ubi sunt 


Urerlebnis 

Urgemeinde 


Urkundenhypothese 


Urtext 

usus loquendi 

vana lectio, 

variae lectiones 
vaticinatio 
vaticinatio ex eventu 
versus rapportati 


virtus 

Völkenvanderung 


third term in a comparison; the quality that 
two things which are being compared have in 
common 

argument and justification for belief in God 
theological interpretations that are subject to 
debate but are accepted as doctrine because 
they are closely aligned to a defined doctrine 
about God 

separation of parts of words by an intervening 
word 

conventionalized expression or passage in a 
text used as a basis for composition of a 
subsequent text 

three possible grammatical endings of a noun 
form of interpretation wherein a person, event, 
or institution is ’viewed as foreshadowing a later 
one 

a poetical motif emphasizing the transitory 
nature of youth, life, and beauty 
original event or experience 
the foundational Christian community in 
Jerusalem 

documentary hypothesis (in biblical studies 
regarding the composition of the Torah) 
original text 
usage in speaking 


variant reading(s) of the text 
prophecy, prediction 
prophecy after the event 
a literary figüre in poetry where the 
components correspond; for example: 

Aire, Water, Earth 
By Fowl, Fish, Beast 
Was flown, was swum, was walkt 
(see Wansbrough, BSOAS 31 (1968): 473) 
strength, power, virtue 
nomadism 
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Vorbild 

background 

Vorlage 

model or prototype 

Wahrheit 

(historical) truth 

Wirklic}xkeit 

(historical) fact 

zeugma 

use of a word to govern two or more words 
though appropriate to only one 


l 


1 



Quramc Stiu)u\i deseı*\’cs scrious atlcn- 
tion» as a stimulating Avork ol sclıolarship. 
Its allusions to hihlîcal and Arabian under- 
pinnings lıave captured many pcoples at- 
tention and led lo numcrous exchanges and 
debates among scholars and others, cspe- 
cially regai'ding \\'ansbrough s daim ihal 
ihe Qui‘Ym \vas not \vritten do\vn unlil the 
llıird-ccnlury A//r7(nînlh century Ck-), 
countering traditional Aluslim claims that 
il originated in ihc time ol ıMuhammad and 
Avas Avritten doAA'iı slıorllv tlierealler. İn 
responsc, some decried the publication ol 
Qiiratiic Shu)u\u seeing it as a majör imped- 
iment to fostering a trust ol nonsectarian 
scholarship among Altıslims. Noav readers 
can Jııdge lor themseKes. 

Although Qnranic Stıu^ic,* Avas origi- 
nally inlended lor lellOAA' scholars. the In¬ 
ternet has considerably Avidened its acces- 
sibility. Uscd as a source of authority and 
critical opinion on polemical sites by both 
ıMuslims and Christians, \\'ansbroııgh's 
AA'ork has gained a signillcant prolıle among 
professionals and nonprofessionals alike. 
Nonetheless, it ap|>ears that many aa Iio çite 
Qıtranic Stıu)ic** haAo not carefıılly read it, 
To counter such ideological and nonschol- 
arly treatments of \\'ansbrough s ideas. 
noted Islamic scholar AndreAA' Rippin has 
enhanced the Avork Avilh a Aaluable fore- 
Avord, helpful lexl annotations* and a much- 
needed glossary to increase the utility of 
tlıis seminal AAork lor the many aA'id read¬ 
ers AA’ho desire to knoA\' more about İslam. 


)OHN VVaNSBROUGH 

( 1928 — 2002 ) Avas professor of Semitlc 
studies and pro-director of London Uni- 
versitys School of Orîental and African 
Studies. He vA'as also the author of The 
Sectarian Milieu ( 1978 ), Lingtuı Franca 
in tbeMediUrranean ( 1996 ), and many 
scholarly articles. 
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*'J<>hıı NV'ansbrottgh conirihutccl lo varıotıs a.s|K.*t.'ts ol' ıht* and cullurı* ol' llu* Mîd- 

dle ^!a.sc and iKe Mc*dttcn*anran, Inıt hc \vxs nu>s( îm^Mirtanı İn Htinııdaıinjf nov a{>|>r<Kiclu*«i 
to tho Ktudy of'carl^V Nlnm. Slariİng IVom thc vicu (hal İslam m o\vn aiKHints of its ori|pns 
an.' n'Iİgiousl\* tns|>in*d İnicıpmalions ol'hısioı^' rai her ıhan irue ntonİHorevenis, \\’ans- 
Imıugh di'vcİo|KHİ ncu and inllııentıal ıhoorıes aİKiııt the ways in u’hich ihe eıncrgencc of 
Utanı shoııld he undersUMKİ and sdıdied. 

**l le vvas Im'si kmmn Tor his \vork on ihe Koran. İn his(/ımı/ffV.SVa/Vr«s using hi.s pro* 
roıınd knou'ledge ol cla.ssical and ımKİern lilcrarv and historical ihiHirv'» he appliiHİ tu ıhe 
holy İMKik ol’ İslam ideasand approjiches \vhlch siholars had di*velo|H*d in ıhe siud^v td'ıhe 
Uihle and early Christianiiy. I lis lliernrv analysis ol' ıhe Koran aıul (he etımmenıarİes on 
il icHİ him lo vieu'N ver\' difl'erent l'rom (hose lıeld hv ıradifionat AUıslimsand İn ıhe ma- 
jorily ol’non-A\uslİm academks. 

**• • • I Uan.slıroiıgh | i|uestioned (he arcepted view (hal (he Koran consİMs or|>a.sHagı*s 
asstK'iaiC'd \viih (or, in ıhe tradiıionaİ undersianding, divine re\elallons made lo) A\uham- 
n^'id in A\ecx'a and Atedina in ıhe earl^\’ diH.'ades ol ıhe si'venlh leniuıy* ihai il had İKt'iı oım- 
mitied (o \vriting'hy aİMiul and (hal il v%as ıhe mosi im|M>nanı elemeni in Ulam l’rom 
ıhe time ol A\(ihammad on\vards. 

**"rhese aml ıhe oiher Standard ways ol’apprmii hİng ıhe Koran, he argued. resulled 
l'rom loo \villing an «uceplanee ol’ Ulams o\vn ıradilion-^primarily llıe Uıdy ol' ınıdilionat 
A\uslim commeniarjN’ on llıe Kuran. 

,. Slartiııg İroni ıhe lıasts ıhaı ıhere İh ver^' lillle Ulamîc lîleraiure set uri'ly daiahle 
(o İH'l’ore aİMiuı KOO, \\ anshrough .sa\v Ulam as evolving gradııall^^’ IVom sei'iarian l'orms of 
• ludaism över a |K'n<Kj ol’ loOyears or so l’ollou ing ıhe .Vrah eon<|ues(s İn ihe middle ol’ 
(he Hcvenlh ceniur^'. 

**lle undersUHKİ (he histor)' ol (hat l'ormaiive |K'ri<Kİ, iıuhuling ıhe image of A\(iham- 
mad and accounts of ıhe lormation ol* ıhe K<»ran, as a lıaek projt'iilun of vieus (hat \ven* * 
formed as ıhe culuıre and religion ol Ulam emerged in an atmosphere ol’ İntensi* fMilemk 
İH'luet'iı dillerenl groups ol monotheİMs. • • • 

**His views and apprmtches remain coniroversial, ImiiIi in acadomic cireles and, lor 
nıure «dıvious ri'asuns, among Aluslims who kno\v ol’ıhem. lİııt (hey \vere not espn.'ssed out 
nl'any hosiiliiy lo Ulam. ( )n ıhe contrary', V\ anshnuıgh insisted thal, logelher wilh «luda- 
ism aml ChrİKiLmity, Ulam İsa valid evfiressİon ol’ıhe monoiheisik ıradiıion «d’ıvligion and 
(hal it mtısi Ih.* treau*d \vllh ıhe vıme seholarK' serioıısness as its sisiers.** 

— 7’/v */ı«ır.* (I^ındon) 
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